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ABSTRACT 
It has been shown that credibility beliefs impact classroom relationships such that 
students are more likely to rate traditionally marginalized faculty members as less 
credible than others and are less likely to interact with faculty they find less credible. The 
purpose of this mixed-methods study, undergirded by Critical Realism (CR), was to 
examine students’ credibility beliefs about and perceived learning from a male 
community college music instructor whose sexual orientation was expressed differently 
in two quasi-experimental conditions.  It is an extension of the work of Russ, Simonds, 
and Hunt (2002) and others (Boren & McPherson, 2018; De Souza & Olson, 2018).   
The participants for this study were students enrolled in eight class sections of 
Music Appreciation at a large Mid-Atlantic community college.  The same male guest 
lecturer expressed either a homosexual or heterosexual identity by mentioning his 
husband or wife by name during each otherwise identical lecture.  Participants were then 
asked to complete McCroskey and Teven’s (1999) Source Credibility Measure to 
evaluate the lecturer on the credibility domains of competence, character, and caring.   
Data showed that participants as a collective did not provide significantly 
different ratings on any dimension of credibility nor for perceptions of learning for the 
  
 
vii 
gay or straight instructor; however, additional analysis revealed deeper complexity with 
regard to participant beliefs.  Specifically, younger participants provided higher ratings in 
the straight instructor condition and African American participants provided lower ratings 
in the gay instructor condition.  
 Open-ended prompts and interview data largely supported the statistical findings; 
however, they also revealed the presence of some discomfort with gay instructors and an 
eagerness to support a marginalized instructor.  Quantitized open-ended and interview 
response data also showed that participants in the straight lecturer condition may have 
attended more to competence while participants in the gay lecturer condition may have 
attended more to positive character and caring traits.  Implications of these results are 
discussed as they pertain to student course evaluations and teaching demonstrations for 
gay instructors. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
 
 
Two decades ago, Russ (2000)1 found that undergraduate university students in 
the Midwestern United States rated a gay guest lecturer as less credible than a straight 
one, even though the lectures were delivered by the same man who expressed either a gay 
or straight sexual orientation in each class.  Additionally, Russ found that the participants 
in the classes who experienced the gay lecturer condition indicated that they learned less 
than participants who experienced the straight lecturer.  For years, Russ’s thesis remained 
as one of the only studies with a focus on teacher credibility as it relates to sexuality.  
Two pairs of researchers independently published replications of the Russ study in 2018, 
but the results of these two studies do not clarify the original findings.  DeSouza and 
Olson (2018) conducted their study at the same university in the Midwestern United 
States as Russ and found a similar result, but Boren and McPherson (2018) found a 
significant difference that favored the gay lecturer on one dimension of credibility at a 
university in the Western United States.  The findings from these recent studies suggest 
that geography may have some bearing on student evaluations of instructor credibility, 
	
1 Throughout this dissertation, I refer to two documents that represent the same study.  
The older of these (Russ, 2000) is a master’s thesis, and the more recent one (Russ et al., 
2002) is a peer-reviewed article co-authored by Russ and two faculty advisors.  The 
authors of both documents described the same study, procedures, and results.  I refer to 
the latter more often; however, when details of the procedures were not specified in the 
article, I have referred to the earlier thesis because of the greater amount of detail 
included in that document.   
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perhaps owing to differences in societal beliefs and acceptance of the LGBTQ+2 
community in various parts of the United States.   
In higher education settings, students are often asked to evaluate their instructors 
at the end of each course, and these classroom evaluations are an important aspect of the 
faculty reappointment and evaluation process used to determine whether to retain or 
promote faculty members.  Course evaluations are especially vital to the careers of 
community college faculty members who are judged primarily on their teaching rather 
than on published research or other writing, and negative course evaluations could 
irreparably harm the careers of these instructors.  These evaluations would be especially 
problematic if students rate marginalized instructors as lower in credibility than straight 
instructors.  Indeed, research has shown that students have rated gay instructors lower 
than straight instructors (De Souza & Olson, 2018; Russ, Simonds, & Hunt, 2002) and 
racial minority instructors lower than White instructors (Glascock & Ruggiero, 2006), or 
that minority instructors were held to a higher standard than their White counterparts 
(Hendrix, 1995). 
For this study, I have borrowed the procedures from Russ (2000) but have located 
the research in a different setting by examining the beliefs of community college students 
toward a gay male instructor.  I have also changed the teaching discipline for the data 
	
2 The focus of this study is perceived differences between a gay and straight male 
instructor, and when referring to the methods of the study, the term gay will be used.  The 
LGBTQ+ label will be used to refer to the larger sexual minority community; however, if 
authors of other studies used a different label, such as LGBT, GLBT, or GLB, I have 
preserved that marker to demonstrate how those authors limited their studies to particular 
identities or sexualities. 
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collection from a communication course to a music course.  Because the new population 
and teaching discipline are likely to have an impact on the results, I found it to be prudent 
to supply some context regarding the community college environment, how marginalized 
individuals fare on these campuses, the role of music education in the larger education 
context, and how music education is situated in the community college environment.  
Community Colleges 
Student and faculty experiences in the community college environment differ 
from those found at universities, and by extension, are different from the university 
context that has been the setting for most teacher credibility research.  Community 
colleges tend to have more students of nontraditional age, and a larger number of 
minority and marginalized students than universities.  According to the American 
Association of Community Colleges (AACC, 2018c), approximately 12.1 million 
students attended one of the nation’s 1,103 community colleges in 2016, the most recent 
date for which data were available.  These students made up 41% of all U.S. 
undergraduates and 40% of all U.S. first-time freshmen.  The AACC noted that among 
racial minorities, 56% of all Native American undergraduates, 52% of all Hispanic 
undergraduates, and 43% of all African American undergraduates attended a U.S. 
community college in 2016.  As a national average, community colleges served a 
majority non-White student population in 2016, the last date for which data were 
available, with just 47% of attendees identifying as White.  By comparison, the student 
population at four-year institutions in the U.S. was 56% White in 2016 (National Center 
for Education Statistics, 2017).  The student population at community colleges in 2016 
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was a majority female at 56% and the average age for community college students was 
28.  A sizeable number (17%) of community college students were single parents in 
2016, 12% of community college students had a documented disability, and 58% 
received financial aid (AACC, 2018).   
Community colleges have a relatively large number of students associated with 
the military on their campuses and an AACC study (2018a) found that U.S. military 
personnel, whether active duty, retired, or reservist, were more likely to attend a 
community college than any other type of undergraduate institution.  Roughly one-half of 
all U.S. veteran undergraduate students attend community colleges and veteran students 
have been found to be more likely to have physical and mental health issues than their 
civilian counterparts (Fagan & Dunklin, 2014).  Related to this, the community college 
where I completed my study has data on its website indicating that 28% of credit students 
in 2015-2016, the last date for which data were available, were affiliated with the 
military.  
 Some community colleges have implemented programs and established offices to 
recruit older adult students who wish to remain more active (Lewis, Zamani-Gallaher, & 
Bonapace, 2014).  Thus, the average age of the student population at community colleges 
is likely to rise as the U.S. population ages and as community colleges attract more of 
these older students.  This population of students might be likely to enroll in courses in 
music and the other arts because older adults want to “learn for the sake of learning” 
(Lewis et al., 2014, para. 122) and these courses may be perceived as providing such an 
outlet.   
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 Community colleges tend to have more at-risk students than four-year institutions.  
This at-risk population includes high-school dropouts; students who are employed full-
time or enrolled part-time; students who are also parents; financially independent 
students, first-generation students, students enrolled in developmental (essentially, high-
school level) courses; students from a low socioeconomic (SES) background; and 
students with disabilities (Munsch, Velazquez, & Kowpak, 2014).  Further, the open-door 
mission of community colleges has an effect on college-readiness: Students entering 
community colleges are increasingly ill-prepared for college-level work and roughly 60% 
of students in one study were required to take developmental coursework (Munsch et al., 
2014). 
Persistence, or remaining enrolled until earning a degree or another credential, 
can be a challenge for community college students: Single parents, members of the 
military who may be active-duty or reservist, and students who work full-time may have 
to withdraw from classes to help out at home or to work.  One significant group of at-risk 
students that cuts across demographics are college stop-outs—students who leave college 
for a semester or more and plan to return (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991).  Because nearly 
two-thirds (63%) of U.S. community college students attended classes part-time in 2016 
(American Association of Community Colleges, 2018c), the risk of stopping out is a 
major concern for this population.  Stopping out has been shown to reduce the likelihood 
of attaining a degree or another credential (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005) and hurts 
students’ chances of success.  Yet, students who were involved in on-campus extra-
curricular activities were found to achieve greater academic success and were more likely 
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to persist in enrollment (Jain, 2014).  Jain’s findings showed, however, that women of 
color who held leadership positions in community college student organizations did not 
realize similar academic gains, likely because their “experiences were filtered through a 
raced, classed, sexed, and gendered lens” (p. 155).  This finding seems to indicate that the 
student experience on community college campuses is markedly different for students 
from marginalized backgrounds.  
Community colleges could be a negative environment for students from various 
demographic groups and tensions might exist because of differences in gender, class, 
sexual orientation, veteran status, and physical and academic abilities, as argued by 
Watson and Brand (2014).  The authors suggested that “the resulting environment may be 
one in which negative stereotypes abound and nondominant groups experience 
marginalization” (p. 159).  LGBTQ+ students, in particular, are marginalized on these 
campuses and are virtually ignored by researchers who study community college 
populations (Watson & Brand, 2014; Zamani-Gallaher & Choudhuri, 2011).  Further, 
although each marginalized group is often described as a single identity category for the 
ease of comparison, it is likely that a community college student will hold 
multiple marginalized identities.   
Despite the diversity of the U.S. community college student population, 77% of 
full-time community college instructors and 74% of part-time instructors identify as 
White (AACC, 2018b).  Much like the student population, community college faculty 
members are a majority female and two-year institutions in the United States employ a 
higher percentage of female faculty members than universities.  Data from the U.S. 
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Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (http://nces.ed.gov) 
indicate that 44% of full-time university faculty and 39% of part-time faculty are women, 
and in community colleges, women make up 55% of full-time faculty and 54.5% of part-
time faculty. 
Unfortunately, and perhaps relatedly, community colleges suffer from societal 
perceptions that they are not of high quality. They have been described as “second-rate” 
(Mellander & Robertson, 1992), “second-best” (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1995; Selingo, 
2015; Zwerling, 1976), “second-chance” institutions (Mellander & Robertson, 1992), and 
even “the red-headed stepchildren of higher education” (R. Jenkins, 2018a, para. 4).  
Community colleges are sometimes perceived as serving less-qualified students (Cohen, 
1990) and are seen by university faculty as being inferior to (Mellander & Robertson, 
1992) and less prestigious (Cohen, 1990) than universities.  Community college faculty 
members have been described as being more nurturing than their university counterparts 
(Carlan & Byxbe, 2000), or that faculty at these institutions engage in “coddling” and 
“hand-holding” with their students (Mellander & Robertson, 1992, p. 19).  There exists a 
“prestige-bias” within higher education, according to Jenkins (2018a, 2018b), which 
causes some quality instructors to avoid applying to teach at these institutions.  
Additionally, community college faculty members, regardless of their talent, are unlikely 
to be recruited by “better-ranked” institutions (R. Jenkins, 2018b).  These stereotypical 
views of community colleges as second-best or inferior to universities places these 
colleges in a marginalized position within the broader academic landscape. 
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LGBTQ+ Faculty 
For this study, I examined how students respond to gay community college 
instructors and data about this particular population of teachers would be helpful in 
providing context; however, I was unable to locate any data indicating the number of 
community college instructors who identify as LGBTQ+.  Other researchers have 
expressed a similar frustration about the lack of research and data concerning LGBTQ+ 
students, staff, and faculty members at community colleges (Garvey, Taylor, & Rankin, 
2015).  This lack of data is problematic because community colleges may enroll a higher 
percentage of marginalized students than universities, which might include a large 
population from the LGBT community (Harbour & Ebie, 2011).  Without specific data, 
researchers are left attempting to extrapolate about the LGBTQ+ community on 
community college campuses from studies about university populations.  For example, 
the results of the 2015 Faculty Survey of Student Engagement (FSSE) showed that 
although university faculty generally felt safe and supported, more than 25% of 
respondents did not feel supported based on religious or political views, sexual 
orientation, or gender identity (National Survey of Student Engagement, 2015).  No such 
data are available regarding LGBTQ+ faculty members or students on the community 
college counterpart to the FSSE, the Community College Survey of Student Engagement 
(CCSSE).  Indeed, there were no questions on the most recent CCSSE survey related to 
gender identity or expression, and the resulting lack of information contributes to 
LGBTQ+ individuals being relegated to an invisible status on community college 
campuses and in academic literature that might rely on these data.   
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If marginalized students experience stereotyping, social pressures, and 
discrimination on campus, perhaps community college instructors from the same 
marginalized groups experience similar stereotyping and discrimination.  A negative 
environment in which stereotypes abound, as Watson and Brand (2014) described it, 
could result in marginalized instructors seeking to teach in environments more supportive 
than those found on community college campuses.  A negative environment could also be 
damaging to an LGBTQ+ instructor’s job if student bias on course evaluations prevents 
an instructor’s promotion, or indeed, keeps the instructor from being reappointed.  
LGBTQ+ instructors who fear repercussions may opt to remain closeted.  Yet, 
doing so could harm instructors’ mental health and interpersonal relationships (Drescher, 
2004) and LGBT university faculty who remained closeted to avoid harassment or threats 
to their careers were found in one study to become socially and emotionally isolated 
(Rankin, 2003).  This social isolation is central to the image of the closet for sexual 
minorities (Seidman, Meeks, & Traschen, 1999).  Despite encouraging faculty to come 
out, Rankin (2003) found that a majority of all respondents (51%) hid their sexual 
orientation to avoid intimidation and that most of the respondents (73% of faculty, 74% 
of students, 81% of administrators, and 73% of staff) described the climate on their 
campuses as homophobic, but considered it friendly (90% of respondents) or respectful 
(80% of respondents) for non-LGBT people.   
In a more recent study, intimidation, harassment, discrimination and/or 
victimization were found to be increased risks for out members of the LGBTQ+ 
community, especially on community college campuses (Wolf, 2018).  The students in 
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Wolf’s study indicated that they were reluctant to come out because of these threats and 
noted that violent acts against members of the LGBTQ+ community may go unreported 
because of feelings of fear or intimidation on the part of members of this community.   
Thus, a tension exists between calls from some members of the scholarly 
community for gay faculty to come out (Drescher, 2004; Kraig, 1998; Rankin, 2003; 
Russ et al., 2002; Weiler-Timmins, 2011) and faculty who may (again, extrapolating 
from student experiences because data on faculty experiences are not available) 
experience intimidation, homophobia, harassment, and potential threats to their careers. 
Russ et al. (2002) argued that faculty members should not remain in the closet, 
nor should administrators avoid hiring gay instructors, despite their finding that a gay 
male university lecturer was perceived as less credible than a straight male lecturer.  The 
authors also reminded the reader that intentionally avoiding hiring of gay instructors 
would be illegal in states that offer employment protections for sexual minorities.  The 
authors cited a great deal of literature suggesting that improved job satisfaction and 
deeper connections with students are correlated with coming out and concluded that 
colleges and universities should create policies and provide activities and workshops that 
promote a positive environment for all marginalized communities on their campuses.  
Stereotypes  
Numerous stereotypes or gendered perceptions regarding music, music teaching, 
and sexuality may have ramifications for the context and population of this study.  I argue 
that gay men, the act of teaching, and the discipline of music are stereotyped as feminine, 
and that music education is feminized by holding a secondary position within academic 
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curricula.  The stereotypical view of community colleges as second-best presented above 
positions these institutions as secondary to and more nurturing than universities, causing 
them to be feminized as well.  Additionally, the predominance of female instructors on 
community college faculties may further the perception that these institutions are 
gendered as feminine.  
Inversion.  Research has shown that homosexual men and women are perceived 
as being like heterosexual members of the opposite sex (Blashill & Powlishta, 2009; Kite 
& Deaux, 1987; Taylor, 1983), in what is known as implicit inversion theory (Kite & 
Deaux, 1987) or gender inversion (Blashill & Powlishta, 2009).  Although gay men and 
lesbian women might not be “misgendered” like individuals who identify as transgender 
(Ansara & Hegarty, 2014), gay and lesbian individuals are nonetheless attitudinally 
misgendered by inversion.  This means that because gay men may be perceived to 
possess the same traits as heterosexual women, they may be stereotyped accordingly.  
Additionally, homosexuality and misogyny are linked in American and Canadian society, 
further solidifying the femininized position of gay men (Gould, 2012).  It is not clear 
from extant research whether or to what extent implicit or gender inversion impacts how 
students perceive gay college instructors or whether it impacts students’ credibility 
beliefs or their evaluations of gay instructors. 
Music.  Art music has long been connected to damaging stereotypes that label it 
as feminized (Brett, 2006; Gould, 2012), “and therefore dangerous” (Brett, 2006), or that 
it is a homosexual activity that carries with it a “stigma of homosexuality” (Morton, 
1996, p. 51).  Morton argued that devotees of “serious” music are perceived as being 
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effeminate, and musical creativity and performance have been viewed as being for 
“sissies” (p. 98) and girls, or that they are “feminized activities with strong homosexual 
overtones” (p. 99).  Similarly, some descriptions of musical activities such as “singing,” 
and “being in the choir” (Gould, 2012, p. 46) and adjectives like “musical” (Brett, 2006) 
serve as euphemisms for homosexuality in the U.S. and Canada.  
This stigma is internalized within the field such that the composer Charles Ives 
was obsessed with the idea of homosexuality.  His biographer described this as a 
“pathological aversion to homosexuals,” and listed the many terms Ives used to derogate 
gay men, such as “pansys, lillypads, old ladies, and pussy-boys” (Solomon, 1987, p. 466).  
Thus, homophobia and misogyny are intertwined and results in what Morton described as 
“homosexual panic” (p. 99).  In short, “all musicians, we must remember, are faggots in 
the parlance of the male locker room” (Brett, 2006, pp. 18–19) 
Music education.  These views of attitudinal (mis)gendering, misogyny, and 
homosexual panic are not exclusive to sexual orientation or music.  Music educators 
work under the “double burden” of music and music education, both of which are seen as 
feminine (Gould, 2012), and music education has a “status problem” that is “indicative of 
its feminized treatment and role in schools” (Morton, 1996, p. 5).  To Morton, the 
feminized status of music “derives from and supports the gender politics of socio-cultural 
norms” (p. 5), setting music apart as vulnerable, secondary, subservient, trivialized, and 
marginalized within academic curricula.  This marginalization of music, Morton argued, 
is due to epistemological, cultural, and generational norms that are passed down to 
successive generations through curricula that include a “dominant and masculinist 
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ideology of knowledge” (p. 82), and music has been described as being a “feminized 
subject within an androcentric curriculum” (Roulston & Mills, 2000, p. 224).  Thus, 
music and music education hold a secondary, or feminized, position in the educational 
environment and are marked as “not only substandard, soft, and unimportant, but 
subservient and dispensable” (Morton, 1996, p. 100).  
Teaching.  Like music education as a subject, the act of teaching has also long 
been considered to be feminine, feminized, unmasculine, or unmanly, especially for male 
teachers (McClary, 1991; Morton, 1996; Roulston & Mills, 2000; Tick, 1993).  Society 
portrays male teachers and male preservice teachers “as wanting to be like women, and 
thus as ‘abnormal’ men,” (Mills, 2004, p. 30).  Similarly, school curriculum has been 
described as “hegemonized and gendered,” resulting in male teachers who teach in non-
traditional areas like music “to be subordinated within a school’s social organization of 
masculinity, which means that these men are not viewed as being ‘real men’” (Roulston 
& Mills, 2000, p. 227). 
Community colleges.  It may be argued that this feminization of music and music 
teaching extends to the community college environment as well.  Music is viewed as a 
“soft” or “frill” subject in public school settings because of its function as a leisure 
activity on the periphery of the primary curriculum (Morton, 1996).  In a community 
college, students who register for a course like Music Appreciation often do so by 
choosing from a menu of various offerings in the humanities.  These courses, although 
they fulfill a general education requirement, are secondary by nature because they are 
generally not expressly required in any academic program.  Due to the secondary position 
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of elective courses that are tacked onto the required curriculum, the status of a course like 
Music Appreciation on a college campus may be feminized much the same way that 
Morton (1996) argued music is tacked onto the curriculum in many public K-12 schools.  
Following this argument, it could be said that community colleges as institutions are 
feminized and marginalized because of societal attitudes that position these institutions as 
second-best, coddling, and nurturing. 
The gay, male, community college music teacher is feminized many times over by 
these stereotypes about teaching, music, music education, and the community college 
environment.  Additionally, because music teachers have as their subject one that is 
perceived to be a homosexual activity, and about which homosexual panic has a historic 
and stereotypic precedent, a gay music teacher’s homosexuality might be magnified 
because of his chosen teaching discipline.  Gay teachers, as marginalized members of the 
society at large, are also marginalized members of the faculty in whatever context they 
happen to teach.  It is not clear how these many layers of feminization, marginalization, 
or the highlighting of a stereotypically homosexual pursuit might impact students’ 
attitudes toward a gay music instructor in a community college setting. 
Statement of the Problem 
Research on university populations has shown that students’ perceptions of their 
instructor’s credibility impact classroom dynamics, what students believe they learn in 
the classroom (Gili, 2013; Myers & Martin, 2006; Russ et al., 2002; Teven & 
McCroskey, 1997), and how students evaluate the instructor (Teven & McCroskey, 
1997).  Teacher credibility has been shown to be comprised of three dimensions related 
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to an instructor’s character (trustworthiness), competence (intelligence), and caring 
(goodwill) (McCroskey & Teven, 1999).  Unlike most university professors who are 
expected to publish research, teaching is the primary responsibility of community college 
instructors (Mellander & Robertson, 1992; Schuck & Larson, 2003).  Because student 
perceptions of teacher credibility affect classroom relationships, and because teaching 
and learning are so central to the daily lives of community college instructors, research 
on teacher credibility is especially important in the community college environment.  
Researchers have found that homophily, or similarities between instructors and 
students in such categories as in age, race, or sex, was important to participants when 
evaluating instructors (Hendrix, 1993; Morris, Gorham, Cohen, & Huffman, 1996).  
Unlike sex or race, which are often readily apparent, LGBTQ+ individuals often must 
reveal their status, and researchers have described them as a silent minority (Uribe, 1994) 
or an invisible one (Adams, 2011) for this reason.  Further, coming out often goes beyond 
simply stating an identity or group membership; often it entails reversing others’ prior 
assumptions that one is straight, owing to strong heteronormative beliefs that pervade 
American society (Adams, 2011).  The results of one study showed that the act of a gay 
instructor coming out caused students to focus on that trait above all others—students 
viewed a gay instructor first and foremost as gay—and students believed the gay 
instructor had an agenda (Anderson & Kanner, 2011).  Ripley et al. described this 
cognitive process as novelty attachment, meaning anything new remains salient in the 
minds of students.  The authors argued that the participants’ reactions allowed them to 
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protect their “in-group identities from the ‘threat’ of a gay instructor whose very 
existence challenge[d] the heteronormative cohesion of the group” (p. 128).  
LGBTQ+ instructors are faced with the dilemma of whether to be open with their 
students about their sexuality (Griffith & Hebl, 2002).  On the one hand, researchers have 
argued that teachers are likely to be more effective if they allow themselves to be honest 
with their students regarding their sexual orientation because a deeper sense of trust is 
fostered with their students (B. A. Johnson, 2012; Weiler-Timmins, 2011).  On the other 
hand, LGBTQ+ faculty who remain closeted may be threatening their mental health, 
personal relationships, (Drescher, 2004; Rankin, 2003), or their jobs.  Yet, Russ et al. 
(2002) argued that it is both pedagogically and interpersonally sound for instructors to 
come out to their students. 
With very few extant studies on the topic, little is known about how instructors 
who share their LGBTQ+ status with their students might be impacting their students’ 
opinions of them, potentially impacting their course evaluation ratings, and therefore, 
their career outlooks.  Deans, Human Resource directors, and other administrators who 
are involved with the evaluation of college instructors similarly do not have enough 
information by which to judge the equitability of evaluations of faculty members who are 
openly gay.  Because art music, as described above, is often considered to be a feminine 
or even a homosexual pursuit, the act of coming out for LGBTQ+ music instructors may 
be different than for instructors who teach other disciplines because students may expect 
a male music teacher to be gay.   
In many higher education settings, administrators ask students to participate in 
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teaching demonstrations as part of the faculty hiring process (Delgizzo & Malisheski, 
2003; Matos, 2015; Stivale, 2005), to evaluate these demonstrations (Fowler-Hill, 2001), 
and to evaluate instructors at the end of a course.  Any instructor trait that negatively 
impacts students’ attitudes toward instructors could affect how students rate these 
instructors.  Biased student evaluations of LGBTQ+ faculty could negatively affect 
hiring, promotion, and tenure for these instructors (Rankin, 2003; Russ et al., 2002; 
Weiler-Timmins, 2011).  This potential for bias on student evaluations is especially 
troublesome in the community college environment because of the emphasis placed on 
teaching demonstrations for hiring and on student course evaluations for faculty 
evaluation in the absence of faculty publications.  
Purpose and Research Questions 
The purpose of this study was to determine how community college students’ 
perceptions of a male music teacher’s credibility were influenced by the instructor being 
open about a homosexual or heterosexual identity.  I posed three research questions:  
1. What is the relationship between students’ perceptions of the teacher credibility 
dimensions of character, competence, and caring and a male music instructor’s sexual 
identity? 
2. What is the relationship between credibility and perceived student learning 
among students experiencing a gay or straight instructor?  
3. What is the relationship between participants’ credibility ratings for a male 
instructor and participants’ demographic characteristics? 
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4. What does the merging of extensive and intensive data reveal regarding 
participants’ ratings of a guest lecturer and his expressed sexual orientation? 
Practical Justification 
Personal characteristics of undergraduate university students have been found to 
correlate with the views held by these students toward gay men and women (Brown & 
Henriquez, 2008; Dunwoody & Frank, 1995; Finlay & Walther, 2003; Holland, 
Matthews, & Schott, 2013; Jayakumar, 2009; M. Jenkins, Lambert, & Baker, 2009; 
LaMar & Kite, 1998; Michalski, 2011; Schott-Ceccacci, Holland, & Matthews, 2009).  
Because the participants in these studies were university students, it is not clear whether 
the results generalize to the older, more diverse, and more disadvantaged population 
enrolled at community colleges.  Because community college students are more at-risk 
for dropping out or stopping out, insight into how students view the credibility of their 
instructors is of vital importance: Students may be depriving themselves of a collegiate 
education because of their own biased views of marginalized faculty members.  This may 
be especially problematic for the many veteran students enrolled in community colleges 
who might withdraw from a course because of a tendency to isolate themselves due to 
mental health issues (Fagan & Dunklin, 2014).  This study is needed in order to shed light 
on students’ beliefs about gay faculty members and how gay instructors are perceived 
and evaluated in the particular environment of community colleges, which are generally 
more diverse than university campuses.  
Little is known about how music education, a sexual minority identity, and 
community college teaching intersect, and this study sheds light on these relationships.  
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Without knowing how community college students perceive gay instructors, 
administrators cannot claim to support these instructors or evaluate them equitably with 
non-marginalized instructors.  The many layers of (mis)gendering and marginalizing 
might be putting openly gay instructors at a disadvantage in the higher education 
environment, and research like this can help determine how students’ ratings of 
instructors might have an impact on instructors’ careers.  Further, homophobia and 
heterosexism on college campuses “operate to reinforce the heterosexual norm,” (Rankin, 
2005, p. 21), which silences those who are different: “When LGBT people on campus 
increase their visibility and, therefore, their voice on campus, they challenge heterosexual 
norms” (Rankin, 2005, p. 21).  Thus, the results of this study might help LGBTQ+ 
community college teaching faculty to be more comfortable being open with their 
students thereby challenging these norms, and by extension, helping to reduce 
homophobia on campus. 
Yet, if students hold biased perceptions of credibility for gay instructors, and if 
administrators are not sensitive to potential bias, then it is possible that LGBTQ+ faculty 
members might be less likely to be open with students because of the risk of “criticism, 
condemnations, or perhaps threats to one’s job that might ensue” (Kraig, 1998, p. 246).  
Instructors who are closeted on campus in order to protect their careers might lead 
LGBTQ+ students to “learn to accept false stigma” (Kraig, 1998, p. 250), and cause these 
students to miss out on the opportunity to gain a needed LGBTQ+ mentor.  Indeed, it 
seems that LGBTQ+ students who do not have the opportunity to interact with faculty 
and student members of the queer community may not be “achieving their full academic 
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potential” (Rankin, 2003) or may be at risk of dropping out (Leider, 2000). 
Students who have had prior interactions with gay men and women have been 
shown to hold more positive attitudes about these individuals (Brown & Henriquez, 
2008; Finlay & Walther, 2003); however, it is not clear what might happen when students 
with few or no prior relationships with gay people interact with an instructor who has 
come out in class.  Two studies (Dunwoody & Frank, 1995; Michalski, 2011) showed 
that dissatisfaction with a university instructor was among the many reasons students 
cited for withdrawing from a course, and Leider (2000) argued that students might avoid 
engaging with instructors they do not perceive as credible and might withdraw as a result.  
These findings are especially troublesome in the community college environment because 
a part-time student enrolled for a single course who withdraws might be stopping out 
from college completely.  Without knowing how community college students perceive 
openly gay instructors, it is impossible to know how important a teacher’s sexual 
orientation is to classroom dynamics and student persistence in this setting.  
There is a quandary here: Faculty members may be reluctant to be open with their 
students because they are concerned about job security; however, instructors who remain 
closeted may be jeopardizing their own mental health and interpersonal relationships 
(Drescher, 2004), which might “cripple their ability to effectively teach” (Russ et al., 
2002, p. 312).   
Russ, Simonds, and Hunt (2002) argued that instructors who come out can help to 
reduce bias against members of the LGBTQ+ community among students.  Conversely, 
closeted faculty members may be tacitly promoting homophobia, heterosexism, and 
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increased dropout rates for LGBTQ+ students.  Without knowing how students perceive 
gay community college faculty members, these instructors, and the administrators who 
evaluate them, have no reliable information about how a minority sexual orientation and 
a willingness to be open about the same might be impacting instructors’ careers and their 
relationships with both LGBTQ+ and straight students. 
Personal Justification  
This study is linked to my daily life as a gay community college music professor.  
As I argued above, I believe that my sexuality situates me as a marginalized member of 
the college community, that my teaching is viewed as feminine, and that my discipline of 
music and the community college environment in which I teach are considered secondary 
within the education community.  These secondary positions are entangled within a 
discourse that genders music education as feminine and feminized, and societal 
stereotypes about men and music have led to an additional stereotype that the 
consumption or performance of art music is a pursuit of homosexual individuals.  
Because of these stereotypes, the combination of my identities as a musician, gay man, 
and teacher, and how these identities intersect may affect the way my students view me 
and my teaching, how they respond to me and evaluate me as an instructor, and whether 
they view me as credible.   
Theoretical Justification 
Research on teacher credibility, the theoretical framework for this study, has 
shown that students’ credibility beliefs about an instructor profoundly impact classroom 
dynamics (Myers & Martin, 2006), and teachers who are viewed as credible “exert a 
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tremendous amount of influence on their students” (para. 68).  Teacher credibility is 
positively correlated with students’ motivation to study (Frymier & Thompson, 1992; 
Martin, Chesebro, & Mottet, 1997), increases in affective and cognitive learning (S. D. 
Johnson & Miller, 2002; Teven & McCroskey, 1997), and the ability of students to recall 
information for a test (Wheeless, 1974).  Positive credibility views of instructors are also 
correlated with students having improved perceptions of teaching effectiveness (Myers, 
2004) and increased respect for instructors (Martinez-Egger & Powers, 2007).  
Credibility beliefs are also positively correlated with students’ overall ratings of 
an instructor on course evaluations.  Yet some researchers have found that women 
(Nadler & Nadler, 2001), racial minority faculty (Glascock & Ruggiero, 2006), and gay 
university lecturers (De Souza & Olson, 2018; Russ et al., 2002) earn lower credibility 
scores than their straight, White, male counterparts.  This finding has been called into 
question by the authors of a study of gay teacher credibility (Boren & McPherson, 2018) 
who found no significant differences in credibility scores for two dimensions of 
credibility, and a significant result on a third dimension that favored the gay rather than 
the straight lecturer. 
The teacher credibility construct includes three dimensions of competence, 
character, and caring of an instructor (McCroskey & Teven, 1999), and this tripartite 
model has been supported by the findings from several studies (Finn et al., 2009; 
McCroskey & Teven, 1999; Q. Zhang, 2009).  Russ et al. (2002) included only the first 
two dimensions for their study because they felt that a sense of care would not be 
established in the short space of time that students interacted with a guest lecturer.   
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Multiple correlation analyses of data in one study showed that competence was the least 
important of the three dimensions within teacher credibility (McCroskey & Teven, 1999); 
thus, omitting the caring or goodwill dimension in credibility studies would be to ignore 
one of the two more salient dimensions.  For this study, I have restored the caring 
dimension because the use of the complete construct may help demonstrate whether 
students’ perceptions of a sense of care is significant to their ratings of an initial 
interaction with an instructor.  Using all three dimensions of the construct also aligns 
with Aristotle’s original tripartite model of ethos from which communication theorists 
derived the credibility construct (McCroskey, 1972; McCroskey & Teven, 1999; 
McCroskey & Young, 1981).   
Credibility researchers are often not explicit about their ontological and 
epistemological beliefs.  Many authors have relied exclusively on quantitative procedures 
and included hypotheses (Boren & McPherson, 2018; Brann, Edwards, & Myers, 2005; 
De Souza & Olson, 2018; Finn & Ledbetter, 2013; Frymier & Thompson, 1992; 
Glascock & Ruggiero, 2006; S. D. Johnson & Miller, 2002; Martin et al., 1997; Martinez-
Egger & Powers, 2007; McGillis, 2017; Russ et al., 2002; Semlak & Pearson, 2008; 
Simonds, Meyer, Quinlan, & Hunt, 2006; Wheeless, 1974; Witt, 2004; Q. Zhang, 2009) 
or otherwise described a goal of prediction (Chesebro & McCroskey, 2000; Q. Zhang, 
Zhang, & Castelluccio, 2011), and testing hypotheses and predicting behavior are 
foundational to positivism or post-positivism (Crotty, 1998).  I will be expanding upon 
extant research by grounding this study within the philosophical paradigm of Critical 
Realism and by mixing quantitative and qualitative methods, or to use the terms 
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consistent with CR, extensive and intensive methods, to answer the research questions.  
Beyond the restoration of the full three-part construct and grounding the research 
within Critical Realism, this study departs from previous research in other areas: the 
student population, the geographic location of the study, the teaching discipline, the 
statistical analysis, and with regard to the diversity of the participants.  Like this study, 
other extant research on the perceived credibility of a gay lecturer was conducted using 
quasi-experimental procedures (Boren & McPherson, 2018; De Souza & Olson, 2018; 
Russ et al., 2002), yet these researchers conducted their studies on university campuses.  
Research on teacher credibility with a community college population is scarce, with the 
notable exception of Witt’s (2004) study of course websites.  This may be the first study 
for which students are asked to evaluate the credibility of a live speaker in a community 
college setting, much less the sexuality of a lecturer in that environment.   
Most teacher credibility researchers surveyed students in public speaking or other 
communication courses because the teacher credibility construct is an aspect of 
communication theory and because many researchers were themselves instructors within 
communication departments.  Other researchers have completed teacher credibility 
studies with students enrolled in history (Witt, 2004), philosophy (Brann et al., 2005), 
and psychology (De Souza & Olson, 2018) courses, but I have been unable to locate any 
credibility research within an arts discipline.  It is possible that students evaluate the 
credibility of music educators differently than lecturers in other disciplines due to the 
stereotypes about music and music education presented above, and students may be more 
open to—and may even expect—a gay music instructor because of the aforementioned 
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societal views and stereotypes of music and music education.   
For this study, I have made a demographic profile of the classes like Russ et al. 
(2002) did for their study, and I employed factorial ANOVA to determine what 
relationships exist between particular demographic categories and students’ credibility 
ratings for the gay and straight instructor conditions.  Community colleges, as 
demonstrated above, tend to be more diverse than universities, and the participants 
enrolled in this study will certainly be more diverse than those in the Russ (2000) study, 
who were all between 18 and 20 years old, and were 91.6% White and 98.1% 
heterosexual.  Examining credibility in a new context, in a new teaching discipline, with 
a more refined statistical analysis, and with a more diverse population will extend the 
teacher credibility construct in new directions.  I hope this study will provide additional 
insight and build upon previous research about how students evaluate the credibility of 
their instructors.   
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CHAPTER TWO 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
 The theoretical framework for this study is teacher credibility, which is an aspect 
of communication theory.  Communication scholars have examined credibility in various 
contexts—both within and outside of education—for decades, but researchers rarely 
describe the foundations of credibility and its roots in Aristotelian Rhetoric.  This 
foundational context is likely omitted by researchers because of an assumption that their 
audience is steeped in this tradition.  An introduction of Aristotle’s Rhetoric, and how his 
concepts continue to be the foundation for credibility research, may be beneficial.  
Credibility 
Aristotle’s Rhetoric has been described as being comprised of three books, which 
may be considered the books of the speaker, the audience, and the speech (McCroskey, 
1972).  Included in these books are the concepts of ethos, or credibility, pathos, or the 
emotion of the audience, and logos, or the nature of logic within a speech (McCroskey, 
1972; Teven & Katt, 2016).  The relevant portion for credibility research is ethos, which 
McCroskey (1972) described as an attitude held by a receiver or an audience at any given 
time about a communication source, such as the attitude held by members of an audience 
toward a speaker or a classroom of students toward a teacher.  Although authors from 
Aristotle to the present have described ethos as belonging to the speaker, this is done only 
for convenience in writing: Ethos is not an inborn trait of the speaker but is an attitude 
held by the receiver or receivers (McCroskey, 1972). 
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Communication scholars describe credibility, the attitude of a receiver toward a 
source, as being comprised of three time periods: initial ethos, derived ethos, and terminal 
ethos (McCroskey, 1972).  Initial ethos describes the first impressions of a receiver or an 
audience toward a source, and many empirical studies about credibility have focused on 
initial ethos.  For example, in an early study, Hovland and Weiss (1951) distributed 
identical articles attributed to sources with high or low credibility, such as medical 
journals or gossip columns.  Participants responded differently to these print media based 
on the perceived credibility of the publication titles, even though the articles were 
identical in every other respect.  This early experiment demonstrated that credibility 
perceptions are related to the perceived trustworthiness of a particular source.  As 
Hovland and Weiss did, researchers who have examined teacher credibility as it relates to 
sexual orientation (Boren & McPherson, 2018; De Souza & Olson, 2018; Russ et al., 
2002) considered initial credibility, as I have in this study.    
Derived ethos indicates changes over time, such as how a political figure might 
gain or lose credibility over the course of a campaign (McCroskey, 1972).  In a classroom 
setting, derived ethos pertains to how an instructor’s credibility rating might change 
during a semester.  Derived ethos is rarely studied, likely because it would require 
tracking individuals’ attitudes over time, which would make for a challenging and time-
consuming project and one in which any number of confounding variables might be 
present.  One notable exception is a study in which derived ethos was examined using 
qualitative methods, which is itself a rarity within credibility research (Hendrix, 1993).   
Terminal ethos indicates how sources rate credibility weeks or months after 
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communication has ended (McCroskey, 1972).  For example, Hovland and Weiss (1951) 
also considered terminal ethos in their study of print media: The researchers surveyed the 
study participants again four weeks after the initial survey and found that the participants’ 
opinions of the articles moderated for both high and low credibility publications, a 
finding famously termed the “sleeper effect.”  In one study for which terminal credibility 
was conducted from the standpoint of teacher credibility, upper-level communication 
studies majors at a university were asked to respond to the credibility of a professor 
whose classes they had taken at least twice before, with the goal of understanding how 
students’ credibility beliefs changed after the communication had ceased (Freeman, 
2001).  The results of these studies and Hendrix’s (1993) research lend support to the 
notion that credibility evaluations may change over time, leading authors to describe 
credibility as a dynamic construct (McCroskey, 1972; Teven & Katt, 2016): “We may 
even say that it is volatile…. apparently small things can drastically alter a source’s 
ethos” (McCroskey, 1972, p. 64). 
In addition to the temporal quality of credibility, Aristotle described three 
dimensions by which audience members judge a source’s credibility: the speaker’s 
intelligence or competence, trustworthiness or character, and goodwill or caring 
(McCroskey, 1972; Teven & Katt, 2016).  Intelligence indicates not just actual 
knowledge of a topic, but also how someone communicates that expertise (Teven & Katt, 
2016).  Character includes trustworthiness and how well someone can persuade an 
audience, and goodwill indicates that speakers “have their audiences’ best interests at 
heart” (Teven & Katt, 2016, p. 185).  Credibility assessments may be influenced by 
 	
29 
	
relationships that have been built between speaker and audience or teacher and student, 
and these relationships have been shown to be salient in the minds of participants when 
evaluating a source (Teven & Katt, 2016).  
Most early credibility researchers focused on persuasion or another aspect of 
communication (McCroskey & Young, 1981).  Indeed, there is much literature from the 
perspective of politics, business, and advertising concerned with how to persuade an 
audience, and Pornpitakpan’s (2004) review of this literature includes a comprehensive 
overview of such studies.  The aims of a lesson are different from these other kinds of 
communication and researchers began to be curious whether the salient features and 
dimensions that comprise how a student might judge the credibility of a teacher differ 
from those found in other areas of credibility research. 
Teacher credibility.  McCroskey, Holdridge, and Toomb (1974) were among the 
first researchers to examine teacher credibility as distinct from other credibility research 
within communication theory.  The authors noted that previous credibility research on 
public figures had shown credibility to be multidimensional, but they hypothesized that 
the dimensionality of credibility was likely to be different within education contexts than 
what had been found in studies about political speeches and public figures.  The 
researchers collected data from three samples and conducted factor analyses to determine 
the dimensionality of teacher credibility.  The results for two samples indicated the 
presence of five dimensions: character, sociability, composure, extroversion, and 
competence, but results from a third sample showed that four dimensions, with a 
combined sociability-character dimension, was more accurate. 
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Researchers who were interested in teacher credibility following the work of 
McCroskey et al. (1974) often focused on confirming or refining an understanding of the 
dimensionality of the construct through additional factor analysis studies.  One such 
study seemed to indicate that the four or five dimensions found by McCroskey et al. 
(1974) were better described as collapsing into just two: character and competence 
(McCroskey & Young, 1981).  The results of a later study showed that a model with three 
dimensions was more accurate because findings indicated that students rated instructor 
caring separately from the other two dimensions (McCroskey & Teven, 1999).  A more 
recent study with a population of students in four countries—China, Germany, Japan, and 
the U.S. (Q. Zhang, 2009) —and a meta-analysis of credibility studies (Finn et al., 2009) 
provided further support for the presence of the three dimensions of character, 
competence, and caring. 
Authors have argued that the McCroskey and Young (1981) findings that 
indicated the presence of just two dimensions was flawed because of a lack of established 
and valid measures for the caring dimension (McCroskey & Teven, 1999; Teven & Katt, 
2016).  Unfortunately, the McCroskey and Young study resulted in years of credibility 
research having been completed without the caring dimension included, leading Teven 
and Katt (2016) to refer to it as the “lost dimension” of credibility (p. 186).  Indeed, the 
results of one study showed that the caring and character dimensions were more salient to 
student evaluations than the competence dimension, and that omitting the caring 
dimension would be to neglect one of the more important dimensions (McCroskey & 
Teven, 1999).  Interestingly, the current model, with three dimensions of competence, 
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character, and caring developed through the use of the many factor analysis studies 
described above, directly aligns with Aristotle’s original three dimensions of intelligence, 
character, and goodwill (McCroskey & Teven, 1999; McCroskey & Young, 1981). 
Measurement.  Researchers who examine teacher credibility often use a version 
of the Source Credibility Measure (SCM) that was developed by McCroskey et al. in 
1974.  The most recent version of the SCM was refined by McCroskey and Teven (1999) 
and includes 18 items, six each for the three dimensions of character, competence, and 
caring.  The SCM and related studies were described in a meta-analysis indicating the 
high reliability of the SCM in six studies (with reliability coefficients ranging from .85 to 
.92) (Myers & Martin, 2006).  The SCM was designed to measure students’ responses 
within each dimension separately, yet the three dimensions are often highly correlated 
with each other (Teven & Katt, 2016), which limits the statistical procedures one can 
utilize with SCM data (McCroskey, 2007).    
Effects of credibility.  Scholars have focused on the need for teacher credibility 
research to better understand teacher-student relationships and how students’ credibility 
beliefs about their instructors relate to academic success in collegiate settings.  
Credibility has been described as a “super-variable” (Teven & Katt, 2016, p. 184) 
because of its relationship to many other factors of classroom dynamics and teacher-
student relationships.  For example, students who do not trust an instructor are unlikely to 
invest in learning (Teven & Katt, 2016), yet students who perceive an instructor to be 
highly credible are more likely to recommend that faculty member to a friend as an 
instructor or an advisor and are more likely to register for another course taught by the 
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same instructor (McCroskey et al., 1974; Nadler & Nadler, 2001).  Research has shown 
that the willingness of students to engage with an instructor by speaking up in class 
(Myers, 2004) and engaging in out-of-class communication (OOC), such as visiting the 
instructor during office hours, are positively correlated with students’ perceptions of the 
instructor’s credibility (Myers, 2004; Nadler & Nadler, 2001).  Students who engage in 
frequent OOC communication with instructors have been shown to be more likely to 
persist in college than students who rarely communicate with instructors outside of class. 
Additionally, a positive correlation has been shown to exist between student OOC 
communication and more favorable instructor evaluations (Nadler & Nadler, 2001).  
Credibility ratings have been shown to correlate with affective learning for students in 
U.S., Chinese, German, and Japanese university settings (Q. Zhang, 2009), and a meta-
analysis of 51 credibility studies (Finn et al., 2009) showed the presence of a positive 
relationship between higher teacher credibility ratings and improved student outcomes.  
The latter study also showed that the caring dimension was responsible for the greatest 
increase in student performance, indicating the crucial importance of the caring 
dimension both to credibility research and classroom dynamics.   
Instructor behaviors and traits.  Many researchers have studied how instructor 
traits and behaviors in class influence students’ credibility beliefs.  Instructors have 
control over these traits and classroom behaviors to varying degrees.  For example, traits 
such as speech rate (Simonds et al., 2006) and attire (Morris et al., 1996) are under the 
control of instructors; however, inborn traits, or those that are otherwise outside the 
control of the instructor, such as culture (S. D. Johnson & Miller, 2002; Q. Zhang et al., 
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2011), dialect (McGillis, 2017), age (Semlak & Pearson, 2008), homophily, (Morris et 
al., 1996), race (Glascock & Ruggiero, 2006; Hendrix, 1993, 1995, 1997; Patton, 1999), 
sex (Freeman, 2001; Nadler & Nadler, 2001; Patton, 1999), and sexual orientation (Boren 
& McPherson, 2018; De Souza & Olson, 2018; Russ et al., 2002) have also been shown 
to impact credibility results.  I begin by outlining studies with a focus on instructor 
behaviors and then present research on traits for which instructors have little or no 
control. 
One frequently-researched instructor behavior is how high nonverbal immediacy 
(smiling, making eye contact, gesturing, or using humor) has been shown to correlate 
with increased credibility ratings (Glascock & Ruggiero, 2006; S. D. Johnson & Miller, 
2002; Patton, 1999; Teven & Katt, 2016; Thweatt & McCroskey, 1998).  Immediacy 
behaviors have been shown to be more important to student ratings on all three 
dimensions of credibility than inborn instructor traits like race (Glascock & Ruggiero, 
2006).  It has been argued that immediacy cues and credibility are most likely correlated 
with each other because highly immediate instructors probably also project a sense of 
caring or goodwill toward their students (Teven & Katt, 2016).  
Instructor affinity-seeking behaviors, such as controlling one’s physical 
appearance, engaging in positive self-disclosure, and highlighting positive traits shared 
with students, have been shown to correlate with higher student credibility scores 
(Frymier & Thompson, 1992).  Similarly, instructors who use an assertive and responsive 
socio-communicative style rather than an aggressive one have been found to receive 
higher credibility ratings from students (Martin et al., 1997).  Related to these behaviors 
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is how a professor’s teaching philosophy, as evidenced by preferred teaching modalities 
(lecture versus active learning, for example), impacts student credibility ratings.  For 
example, the results of one study showed that instructors with a progressive philosophy 
were rated more highly on the character and caring dimensions of credibility than other 
instructors (Brann et al., 2005). 
Teacher misbehaviors have been shown to correlate with reduced credibility 
ratings (Semlak & Pearson, 2008; Thweatt & McCroskey, 1998) and an increase in 
student resistance to instructors’ attempts at compliance-gaining (Q. Zhang et al., 2011).  
Other teacher misbehaviors, such as confusing or boring lectures, unfair exams, or an 
instructor using poor grammar and spelling, have been shown to reduce credibility; 
however, very high immediacy was found to moderate these lower scores for teacher 
misbehaviors (Thweatt & McCroskey, 1998). 
 A slow speaking rate was shown to generate the lowest immediacy, affective 
learning, and credibility ratings of four speech-rate conditions in one study; however, 
none of the conditions was found to relate to an increase in actual learning (Simonds et 
al., 2006).  Researchers who studied attire found that credibility ratings decreased when 
instructors were more casually dressed, yet these instructors were perceived to be more 
sociable and more extroverted than their more formally dressed colleagues (Morris et al., 
1996).    
In terms of the traits for which instructors have little or no control, several 
researchers have focused on the impact of cultural differences on credibility ratings.  One 
such study, conducted in two countries, showed that students from Kenya rated 
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instructors consistently lower in credibility than students from the U.S., which suggests 
that cultural factors impact how students view the credibility of an instructor (S. D. 
Johnson & Miller, 2002).  Culture also appears to be important with regard to immediacy, 
and high immediacy was found to be especially important among the Kenyan respondents 
in that study.  Findings from another study showed that students in China and the United 
States provided credibility ratings that were different from each other and that the 
students in the two countries engaged in different amounts of resistance, lending support 
to the notion that cultural factors can impact teacher credibility evaluations (Q. Zhang et 
al., 2011). 
 Unlike the research on the effects of national cultural differences, no significant 
differences in credibility ratings were found in one study for which two U.S. regional 
dialects (the American Southern English dialect—the same dialect as the majority of 
participants—or the Standard American English dialect) were studied (McGillis, 2017).  
The respondents also indicated that they believed the Standard American English speaker 
was a native Southerner, which may suggest that the respondents felt an affinity for both 
speakers, leading to a moderation of the results.   
In terms of instructor age, the results of one study showed that students found 
older instructors to be more credible than younger instructors on all three credibility 
dimensions (Semlak & Pearson, 2008).  The authors noted that this result contrasts with 
earlier research showing that students believed a younger instructor to be more desirable 
than an older one; however, the earlier work was not completed from the standpoint of 
teacher credibility.  A similar study showed that homophily was correlated with positive 
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credibility ratings (Morris et al., 1996).  
Several researchers have examined the relationship between the race of instructors 
and student credibility beliefs.  Hendrix (1993, 1995, 1997) employed qualitative case 
studies to determine how Black and White students responded to Black and White male 
professors.  The results of these studies showed that the curricula vitae of Black faculty 
members were more important for interview participants’ credibility beliefs than were the 
same documents when participants evaluated White professors, indicating that Black 
faculty members were held to a higher standard than their White counterparts.  In another 
study, researchers compared student ratings of White and Hispanic instructors and found 
that the participants perceived the White instructors to be slightly more competent and 
caring than their Hispanic counterparts, even though the study was completed at a 
predominately Hispanic university (Glascock & Ruggiero, 2006).  This finding is 
especially interesting because teacher immediacy was found to be more important to the 
respondents’ credibility ratings than the teacher’s race.  In another study, White lecturers 
were perceived as being less credible than Black lecturers on the two tested dimensions 
of competence and character (Patton, 1999); however, the author noted that instructor 
immediacy might have influenced the results and cited earlier research showing that 
Black teachers tend to exhibit more immediacy behaviors than their White counterparts.  
Additionally, the novelty of an African American instructor in a predominantly White 
setting may have affected the results.  The results of another study on race and credibility 
showed that African American instructors were rated significantly higher in credibility 
than their White counterparts and that higher ratings for female instructors over male 
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instructors approached significance (Patton, 1999).   
In contrast to the results of the previous study, one study with a focus on 
instructor sex showed that that male instructors were perceived as being more competent 
than female instructors and that female students rated female instructors higher in 
competence and trustworthiness than did male students (Nadler & Nadler, 2001).  Related 
research showed that students focused more on caring attitudes of female professors than 
male professors, which the author attributed to societal gender notions about caring 
attitudes of women (Freeman, 2001).   
Although researchers often attempt to control how student respondents are 
reacting to any given instructor behavior or trait, this is not possible in a practical sense 
because lecturers wearing different attire, for example, are likely also judged based on 
their sex, race, or their other traits.  Thus, researchers often examine multiple traits in a 
single study.  Many of the researchers cited above conducted their studies using both 
male and female lecturers, such as studying the impacts of both sex and attire on 
credibility ratings (Morris et al., 1996), or both the sex and the race of instructors (Patton, 
1999).   
In one study, the presence or absence of a course website was found to have no 
bearing on instructor competence—the only tested credibility dimension—nor anticipated 
learning or affective learning (Witt, 2004).  The author suggested that the results may 
have been influenced by students’ lack of high-speed internet access at home, student 
perceptions that a course website encroaches on their personal time away from the 
college, that a website might be viewed as a nuisance by the students, or students’ 
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previous experiences with poorly-designed course sites.  Additionally, this study is 
relevant to my work because it is the only study I was able to locate for which a 
researcher examined the credibility beliefs of a population of community college 
students.   
Germane to my study about credibility in a music classroom is a study about the 
widely held belief that instructors who teach courses in the arts and humanities earn 
higher evaluation scores, causing colleagues and administrators to view courses in these 
disciplines as easy (Beatty & Zahn, 1990).  The findings indicated that students were not 
connecting their own anticipated grades with their credibility ratings of the instructor; 
however, the researchers did observe a weak relationship between students’ expectations 
of earning a higher grade and their perceptions that an instructor was more sociable.   
The studies cited above regarding traits and behaviors that influence teacher 
credibility have shed light on how students perceive their instructors and how credibility 
ratings are affected.  Especially important in this body of research is that students seem to 
evaluate instructors differently based on the biological sex, race, and age of instructors 
and the dialect with which instructors speak.  Many of these traits are fixed and are 
outside the control of instructors (except, perhaps, if a person works to change their 
spoken dialect).  Research such as this opens the door for other instructor traits that may 
not be readily observed by students, such as how gender expression or sexual orientation 
impact credibility ratings. 
Gay instructors.  In the last 20 years, researchers have begun to examine how 
students perceive the credibility of gay instructors.  The earliest such study is the work of 
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Russ, Simonds, and Hunt (2002).  The authors asked 154 first-year undergraduate 
students enrolled in eight sections of a communication course to evaluate the same male 
lecturer who expressed either a heterosexual or homosexual identity in each class while 
delivering otherwise identical lectures.  Russ and the guest lecturer rehearsed the lecture 
so that it would be as consistent as possible in terms of delivery and immediacy cues in 
order to limit possible confounds to the study.  The participants in the study identified as 
61% female, 91.6% White, and 98.1% straight.  Quantitative results showed that students 
rated the gay instructor as significantly less credible than the straight instructor on both 
tested dimensions of character and competence.  Russ also asked students to indicate how 
much they felt they learned from the lecturer on a 10-point scale, and the students who 
experienced the gay lecture condition perceived they learned significantly less than 
participants in the straight condition.   
Russ and colleagues (2002) included open-ended prompts on their lecture 
evaluation questionnaire, and quantification of the comments showed that the straight 
instructor received many more positive comments than the gay one (412 versus 339); 
however, tests for statistical significance were not reported.  The authors noted that 
students were four times as likely to supply critical responses for the gay instructor than 
the straight one in their answers to the prompt “what did you NOT like about this 
speaker?”  Students supplied particular negative comments only in the gay lecturer 
condition even though the lecture topic and lecturer did not change in either condition.  
These comments included responses such as “I like the speaker, but I don’t like the 
speaker talking about this topic;” “He made me feel guilty. I felt like this speaker is 
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telling me I’m not a good person for not agreeing with him;” and “I feel this speaker is 
using this speech to his advantage” (p. 317).  The straight lecturer received only positive 
responses from participants for the same prompt.  Another area in which critical 
comments arose only for the gay lecturer concerned delivery style, such as, “distracting 
hand gestures,” “this guy’s voice is grating!!” and “hard to listen to” (p. 317).  When 
asked whether the institution should consider hiring the lecturer, only 30% of respondents 
recommended hiring the gay instructor compared with 93% who said the university 
should hire the straight one.  A final open-ended prompt asked students to supply three 
adjectives they would use to describe the instructor.  Although the comments were mostly 
positive across both conditions, the authors noted the presence of adjectives that appeared 
exclusively in response to the gay lecture condition, including: “flamboyant,” “creative,” 
“liberal,” “pushy,” and “biased” (p. 318).  These findings are especially troubling 
considering that all of the lectures were delivered by the same man who worked to keep 
his behavior and immediacy cues consistent. 
Recently, two pairs of researchers independently replicated the Russ et al. (2002) 
study.  DeSouza and Olson (2018) completed their study 15 years after Russ and in the 
same university as the earlier study.  These authors used two large sections of a 
psychology course for their study and recruited 222 students who were 71.7% White, 
53.2% female, and 95.1% heterosexual.  DeSouza and Olson did not attempt to use the 
same lecture as Russ and colleagues (2002) because the course context was psychology 
rather than communication.  These authors used the same version of the SCM as Russ et 
al., and therefore did not include items for the caring dimension of credibility.  The 
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results showed no significant difference for a summed competence dimension score, 
although two of the six items were statistically significant, lending partial support for the 
finding that a gay instructor is rated lower in competence than a straight one.  The results 
for the character dimension, however, were significantly different [t = 2.04, p < .05; Mgay 
condition = 8.25 vs. Mheterosexual condition = 8.69] (p. 168).  These findings indicate that students 
who experienced the straight lecturer condition evaluated the instructor more favorably 
than students in the gay instructor condition.   
Interestingly, analysis of the open-ended response data indicated that participants 
believed the gay lecturer was more open and honest than the straight one, yet students 
thought he had poorer speech skills than his straight counterpart.  The authors suggested 
that because the lecture topic was about diversity, participants may have considered a gay 
instructor more qualified to speak on the subject than the straight instructor.  
Additionally, the researchers argued that students may have submitted responses that they 
believed would hide their prejudice and make them seem more open-minded; a concept 
the authors described as overcorrection.  The age of the guest lecturer may also have 
influenced the results: He was a 53-year-old man with a doctorate and was much older 
and more experienced than the 25-year-old lecturer in Russ’s study.  Support for the 
notion that greater life experience may impact student credibility ratings is provided by 
Hendrix (1993) who argued that instructors who are new to teaching are often more 
concerned with content delivery than with how they are perceived by their students, but 
that this often changes with age and experience in the classroom.  It is possible that the 
relatively young lecturer in Russ’s study was self-conscious or was more focused on 
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content delivery than with building a rapport with students.  The older and more seasoned 
professor in DeSouza and Olson’s (2018) study might have engaged in more affinity-
seeking and immediacy behaviors than the lecturer in Russ’s study because of his greater 
experience in the classroom. 
Boren and McPherson (2018) attempted a literal replication of Russ’s study at a 
university in the western U.S. but were not able to use Russ’s lecture because it is no 
longer extant.  The authors recruited 278 students who were 70.1% female and 26.9% 
male; additionally, five students identified as gender variant or gender nonconforming 
and three participants did not indicate a gender.  The largest ethnic group of participants 
in the study identified as Hispanic or Latinx at 42.1% followed by Asian at 33.5%; the 
remaining sizable groups were White (21.6%), Black (4.3%), and Middle Eastern (4.3%). 
Interestingly, close to 10% of the sample identified as members of the LGBTQ 
community.  The students in this sample were far more diverse than those in the other 
two studies in terms of gender, race, and sexuality.   
The researchers used the complete 18-item SCM developed by McCroskey and 
Teven (1999), which includes six items for the caring dimension of teacher credibility.  
Results using a series of t-tests showed that students rated the gay instructor significantly 
higher in caring than the straight one.  Participants also rated the gay instructor higher on 
the other two dimensions of character and competence, although the results were not 
statistically significant.  Additionally, students did not report a difference between the 
two lecture conditions on a measure of perceived learning.  The authors suggested that 
their findings, which differed from those of Russ et al. (2002), may have been influenced 
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by conducting the study in a different geographic region—the western U.S.—with a more 
progressive student body; or that changes in societal attitudes about homosexuality in the 
17 years between the original study and this replication may have contributed to the 
findings.   
The three studies for which researchers have examined how students evaluated a 
gay male instructor offer conflicting findings.  The differences in the results may be due 
in part to the age of the oldest study, which was conducted at a time before marriage 
equality became law and the military policy barring members of the gay community from 
serving openly was repealed.  The surprising result that students in Boren and 
McPherson’s (2018) study rated the gay instructor higher on all dimensions, even if only 
one was statistically significant, may have been due to several factors including the 
presence of a progressive student body and a sample that was much more diverse than the 
students who participated in the other two studies.   
 Researchers who have examined teacher credibility often used quantitative 
measures, as described in the articles cited above.  Although a few researchers have used 
qualitative procedures, very few studies have mixed methods beyond the inclusion of 
open-ended prompts on quantitative questionnaires.  Using both extensive (quantitative) 
and intensive methods (qualitative) might reveal aspects of the phenomena that might be 
masked by using only one of these methods.  Further, credibility researchers are often not 
explicit about the epistemological and ontological beliefs that undergird their studies.  I 
turn now to a discussion of Critical Realism, which is the stance from which I conducted 
this study. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
PARADIGMS 
 
Historically, social science researchers did not mix quantitative and qualitative 
methods because of a perceived incompatibility between them.  This is because of the 
very different ontological and epistemological beliefs within the paradigms that typically 
undergird each set of methods (Crotty, 1998; Maxcy, 2003).  In this section, I will 
describe these paradigms and their core tenets and will explain why the paradigms were 
initially perceived to be incompatible.  Next, I will describe pragmatism, a paradigm that 
has been the basis for many mixed-methods studies, and the ontological issues inherent in 
this paradigm.  Finally, I will describe critical realism, its philosophical assumptions, its 
appropriateness for the use of a plurality of research methods, and how it undergirds this 
study. 
Many quantitative studies are underpinned by the paradigms of empiricism, 
positivism, or postpositivism (Crotty, 1998).  Researchers operating from these 
paradigms tend to work from the ontological stance (beliefs about the nature of reality) of 
realism, or the notion that an external reality exists independent of any human knowledge 
of that reality (Crotty, 1998; Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Sayer, 2000).  The epistemological 
belief (notions about the nature of knowledge) often connected with quantitative research, 
objectivism, holds that meaning exists within objects and the world whether anyone 
observed the object or phenomena or not (Crotty, 1998).  In other words, meaning 
adheres within the object itself rather than being ascribed by human observers.  Social 
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science researchers who operate with these ontological and epistemological assumptions 
examine “the relationships between the various elements of social systems in isolation.  
They treat them as though they are ‘cut off’ from external influences in a closed system” 
(McEvoy & Richards, 2006, p. 70). 
Qualitative research is typically approached from the paradigm known as 
constructionism or constructivism, which reflects the ontological standpoint of relativism 
(Crotty, 1998; Guba & Lincoln, 1994).  Ontologically, relativists believe that reality is 
only able to be understood as many intangible and socially constructed meanings that 
come into being when individuals or groups construct them (Guba & Lincoln, 1994).  
Epistemologically, these researchers work from a subjectivist or transactional view of the 
creation of knowledge, meaning that the researcher and the subject create knowledge 
together—that they are “interactively linked” (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p. 111).  Because 
the constructionist paradigm holds that the nature of reality is inextricably bound up with 
our knowledge of it, the distinction between ontology and epistemology breaks down for 
the relativist/constructionist researcher, and the two are often blended into one (Guba & 
Lincoln, 1994).   
By way of summary, most quantitative research can be thought of as an attempt to 
explain, predict, and test hypotheses related to a true, relatively fixed, external reality, 
and qualitative research is usually an attempt to create an understanding of a problem by 
analyzing alterable individual and social constructions and looking for consensus (Guba 
& Lincoln, 1994).  The researchers in these two camps approach rigor and 
appropriateness differently as well, with quantitative researchers usually preferring 
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validity and qualitative researchers focusing on trustworthiness, although some authors 
(Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p. 114) map these as similar concepts with different names.  
Most quantitative researchers are focused on “objectivity, validity, and generalizability” 
(Crotty, 1998, p. 41) while qualitative researchers are open to “strikingly diverse 
understandings,” with “no true or valid interpretation” (Crotty, 1998, p. 47). 
These two research paradigms have often been viewed as being incompatible 
because of these very different ontological and epistemological beliefs.  In short, this is 
because, as Guba and Lincoln (1994) put it, “there is either a ‘real’ reality or there is not” 
(p. 116).  These authors provided the colorful analogy that attempting to blend these two 
paradigms would be like trying to blend the logic of a flat and round earth 
simultaneously.  How, then, have researchers gone about mixing methods that are 
associated with these competing paradigms?  
Pragmatism 
Rather than relying on positivism or constructionism, many researchers who have 
mixed quantitative and qualitative methods in their studies have done so from the 
standpoint of pragmatism (Maxcy, 2003; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003; Teddlie & 
Tashakkori, 2003).  Pragmatism, as a philosophical standpoint, was developed in the late 
19th century by the philosopher Charles Sanders Peirce and was later revised by other 
writers such as George Herbert Mead and John Dewey (Maxcy, 2003).  Social scientists 
who first adopted pragmatism to undergird research rejected aspects of the traditional 
empiricist ontological and associated epistemological beliefs and treated with suspicion 
the idea that researchers could access the real world only by means of the scientific 
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method (Maxcy, 2003, p. 52).  Peirce believed that a real world exists independent of 
human observation and that a researcher could arrive at the single truth through 
observation (Maxcy, 2003).  Mead revised Peirce’s stance by replacing a strict causal 
view with a “theory of probabilities” and by opening a space for mixing methods in 
social science research (Maxcy, 2003, p. 69). 
Authors who support the use of pragmatism in mixed methods have described the 
necessity of choosing between positivism and relativism as a false dilemma or a false 
choice (Howe, 1988; Maxcy, 2003; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2003).  Greene and Caracelli 
(2003) argued that all paradigms, being social constructions, are tied to the developments 
of human history and are “neither inviolate nor unchanging” (p. 95).  Thus, the 
pragmatist is “unencumbered by an allegiance to any one specified framework” (Greene 
& Caracelli, 2003, p. 103) and the research question is the driving force of the study from 
which all methods decisions derive—a stance Tashakkori and Teddlie (2003) referred to 
as the “dictatorship of the research question” (p. 21).  Pragmatists mix methods in order 
to be more flexible in answering the research questions and to “maximize the desired 
consequences” (Greene & Caracelli, 2003, p. 101).  
Recently, researchers and philosophers of science have shed light on problems 
they perceive with the pragmatist position described above.  Although this paradigm 
allows methods to be combined “on the basis of their practical utility” (Maxwell & 
Mittapalli, 2010, p. 146), it also seems to allow for switching between the very different 
ontological (realism versus relativism) and epistemological (objectivism versus 
subjectivism) assumptions inherent in each identified above (McEvoy & Richards, 2006).  
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This is problematic because the implication is that pragmatists are comfortable both with 
the idea that a world exists independent of our observations and that one does not; that 
meaning exists within objects independent of observation and that meaning is a relativist 
social construction attached to objects.  This problem of mixing incompatible ontological 
and epistemological beliefs has been described as “a philosophical oxymoron” (Maxwell 
& Mittapalli, 2010, p. 146), which could result in “dissonant data” from a conflict of 
different epistemological assumptions (McEvoy & Richards, 2006, p. 68).   
Pragmatists have attempted to balance the philosophical dualism created by using 
methodological approaches that map to divergent ontological and epistemological beliefs 
through what is known as the compatibility thesis (Dansereau, 2005; Howe, 1988).  
These researchers have argued that methods, as human constructions, may be divorced 
from any philosophical assumptions and may be mixed in order to address the research 
question at hand.  It seems that pragmatists are focused on expediency in research and 
using the best available means to address their research questions and are forced to leave 
ontology and epistemology behind.  Yet, researchers have a valid need to mix methods in 
order to shed light on phenomena that might be understood more completely than when 
using quantitative or qualitative methods alone: How can researchers achieve this union 
of methods without engaging in philosophical dualism or giving up on ontology entirely? 
Critical Realism 
Critical Realism (CR), a philosophy of science developed by Bhaskar 
(1975/2008), is an alternative to positivism (realism) and constructionism (relativism) but 
which contains facets of each of these paradigms (Bhaskar, 2008; Dansereau, 2018; 
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Fletcher, 2017; Maxwell & Mittapalli, 2010; Sayer, 2000).  Researchers working from a 
CR stance hold ontological beliefs that are rooted in realism and epistemological notions 
that are similar to the subjectivist epistemology of constructionism (Bhaskar, 2008; 
Fletcher, 2017; Maxwell, 2012; Maxwell & Mittapalli, 2010; McEvoy & Richards, 2006; 
Sayer, 2000; Zachariadis, Scott, & Barrett, 2013).  Critical realists describe a real world 
that exists independently of our observations and that our understanding of that world is 
socially constructed from our unique perspectives (Bhaskar, 2008; Maxwell & Mittapalli, 
2010).  Like positivism, CR shares the idea of a “reality or world ‘out there’ and the 
possibility of producing causal explanations” (Hoddy, 2019, p. 113) about that reality.  
Like constructionism and other relativist paradigms, adherents of CR believe that all 
knowledge is generated by individuals making observations through particular lenses, 
and because the communication of this knowledge is “trapped within discourse” (Sayer, 
2000, p. 3), there can be no way to objectively understand the world except through our 
constructed notions about reality.   
An important aspect of CR is the notion that all knowledge and all scientific 
theories are tied to individual perspectives and are therefore fallible (Fletcher, 2017; 
Maxwell & Mittapalli, 2010; Olsen, 2004; Sayer, 2000).  This notion of fallibility arises 
from the relativist epistemology within CR.  No statement can be said to be objective 
because there are many valid vantage points from which to try to understand the world; 
therefore, the results of our attempts to understand the world are inherently fallible, and 
different researchers may explain some aspect of the world in equally valid, if competing, 
ways (Maxwell, 2012; Olsen, 2004; Zachariadis et al., 2013).  If this were not the case, 
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and, as Sayer (2000) argued, if “the world itself was a byproduct or construction of our 
knowledge, then our knowledge would surely be infallible, for how could we ever be 
mistaken about anything?” (p. 2).   
This epistemological relativism and the notion of fallibility within CR indicate a 
process of building scientific knowledge that is “historically emergent, political, and 
imperfect” (Zachariadis et al., 2013, pp. 856–857) and one that is rooted in a particular 
culture (Maxwell & Mittapalli, 2010).  Because our understanding of the world is socially 
constructed (Hoddy, 2019), researchers need to be cognizant of the social role of social 
science research within CR: “It is a process involving people.  To pretend otherwise 
sometimes causes reification – making real that which is a mental construct, e.g., social 
capital or social class” (Olsen, 2004, p. 11). 
Critical realists describe three levels or domains within CR ontology (Bhaskar, 
2008; Fletcher, 2017; McEvoy & Richards, 2006; Sayer, 2000; Zachariadis et al., 2013), 
and although a description of this structure is beyond the scope of this study, it is 
important to note that these three ontological layers relate to a “stratified ontology” rather 
than a “flat” one (Sayer, 2000, p. 12).  Unlike empiricists who believe that the world is 
comprised only of what is observable, critical realists make space for causal connections 
that may not be able to be observed directly.  In addition, CR holds that “the world is 
characterized by emergence” (Sayer, 2000, p. 12) in which new phenomena may appear 
from the combination of other objects or structures and these are not reducible to their 
constituent parts.  Sayer illustrated this idea by arguing that “the emergent properties of 
water are quite different from those of its constituents, hydrogen and oxygen” and 
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similarly argued that although “social phenomena are emergent from biological 
phenomena,” conversation, for example, cannot be reduced to a description merely of its 
physiological processes (p. 12-13).  Because direct observation is not always possible, 
especially in social science research, critical realists “accept a causal criterion” in which a 
“plausible case…can be made by reference to observable effects” (Sayer, 2000, p. 12).  
This process of attempting to explain causation is directly related to the analytic process 
of CR. 
Analysis within CR.  Rather than the deductive and inductive processes often 
used within other research paradigms, critical realists engage in retroduction and 
abduction to analyze data (Bhaskar, 2008; Fletcher, 2017; Hoddy, 2019; Olsen, 2004; 
Zachariadis et al., 2013).  Through abduction, researchers engage in what has been 
described as “active thought experimentation” (Fletcher, 2017, p. 186) to come up with 
possible causes to explain the observed phenomena.  Through the process of retroduction, 
researchers ascribe meaning to these identified causes (Fletcher, 2017; Hoddy, 2019; 
Olsen, 2004; Zachariadis et al., 2013).  Abduction allows researchers to provide context 
for the identified causes through “iterative cycles of reflection” (Zachariadis et al., 2013, 
p. 866) with extant literature and theory in order to explain the causes in context.  
Abduction and retroduction often occur simultaneously—these should not be thought of 
as steps within a linear process—with continual immersion in data, theory, and literature, 
to identify possible causes and to ascribe meaning and context to those causes (Hoddy, 
2019). 
The researchers themselves, their interpretations, and their contexts are central to 
 	
52 
	
CR (Maxwell & Mittapalli, 2010).  The researcher and the participants in the study 
cannot be thought of as existing outside of any social context, and the social situation and 
cultural contexts of the people involved in the study are of vital importance (Hoddy, 
2019; Maxwell & Mittapalli, 2010).  Similarly, the position of the researcher can be 
thought of as being “to some extent a meta-role” (Olsen, 2004, p. 19), in which the 
researcher is directly involved with analyzing and contextualizing data within theory 
while considering competing explanations or causes.  It is the job of the CR researcher to 
present other interpretations of the data and why the researcher’s own reading makes for 
the best possible analysis (Olsen, 2004).  CR is researcher-dependent because different 
authors may arrive at different explanations for the same observations, and some 
explanations are likely to be more valid than others (Zachariadis et al., 2013).    
Validity within critical realist inquiry is related to retroduction and abduction 
because of the necessity of considering other possible interpretations (Maxwell & 
Mittapalli, 2010).  Through this process of considering alternatives, the researcher 
reconsiders the data, extant theories, and other researchers’ findings from the literature, 
and by doing so, provides validity both for the data and the researcher’s arguments 
regarding causation (Zachariadis et al., 2013).    
Mixed methods and CR.  Critical Realism is open to a diversity of methods 
(Fletcher, 2017), and researchers have conducted studies undergirded by CR using either 
quantitative methods (Hoddy, 2019) or qualitative methods (Fletcher, 2017).  Yet, CR’s 
realist ontology and relativist epistemology are particularly appropriate for mixing 
methods within a research study (Sayer, 2000).  CR allows for communication and 
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cooperation (Maxwell & Mittapalli, 2010) between the two types of data, and “the 
methods complement each other, providing richness or detail that would be unavailable 
from one method alone” (Risjord, Dunbar, & Moloney, 2002, p. 269). 
In CR research, quantitative data, which are referred to as extensive data, help 
researchers to “identify patterns and associations that might otherwise be masked.”  To 
put it in CR terms, these patterns expose demi-regularities (McEvoy & Richards, 2006), 
which may be considered the tendencies (Fletcher, 2017) that a researcher uncovers 
through experimentation that are later used to help define the causes of an observed 
phenomenon (Zachariadis et al., 2013).  Qualitative data (which are often referred to as 
intensive data) are useful because they allow for multiple and emergent interpretations 
(McEvoy & Richards, 2006).  Furthermore, qualitative data help the researcher to 
“illuminate complex concepts and relationships that are unlikely to be captured by 
predetermined response categories or quantitative measures” (McEvoy & Richards, 2006, 
p. 70).  Within CR, qualitative data allow the researcher to uncover the causal 
mechanisms and social context of the phenomenon under study (Zachariadis et al., 2013, 
p. 864).   
Mixing methods can be helpful for CR researchers because each kind of data may 
lead the researcher to consider alternate explanations of the same phenomenon and these 
conflicting explanations are crucial to the abductive and retroductive processes (Olsen, 
2004; Zachariadis et al., 2013).  With regard to how the methods are mixed, the 
traditional view is that triangulating methods within a mixed-methods study may be done 
for one of three reasons: confirmation, completeness, and “abductive inspiration” or 
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retroduction (McEvoy & Richards, 2006; Risjord et al., 2002).  Triangulation for 
confirmation is a process that enhances reliability, validity, or accuracy, creates a more 
robust means of inquiry than the use of a single method, and helps to eliminate bias 
(McEvoy & Richards, 2006; Risjord et al., 2002).  Completeness indicates that mixing 
methods may provide more detail than might be provided by a single method, which 
allows the design to be more open and allows the researcher to consider alternative 
explanations (Sayer, 2000, p. 20).  Triangulation may be used as fuel for the processes of 
abduction and retroduction that are crucial and unique to critical realism (McEvoy & 
Richards, 2006; Risjord et al., 2002). 
More recently, the three individual rationales for triangulation have been rejected 
in favor of a coherence or integrated approach (Risjord et al., 2002) that blends all three 
of these reasons for triangulation.  In this approach, one type of data is helpful to confirm 
the results of the other because of greater coherence, the use of both types of data is more 
complete than one method alone, and mixing methods can help spawn abductive 
inspiration.   
Social change.  Critical realists, as implied by the name of the paradigm, are 
often interested in conducting research in order to critique social practices and encourage 
change.  Indeed, Maxwell and Mittapalli (2010) noted the possibility within CR for an 
emancipatory paradigm that promotes social justice.  One reason critical realists are open 
to social justice and change is because of the stance within CR that all prior claims are 
fallible, and this idea of fallibility extends to include the fallibility of existing social 
practices (Olsen, 2004).  The retroductive/abductive search for causation within the CR 
 	
55 
	
paradigm “helps researchers to explain social events and suggest practical policy 
recommendations to address social problems” (Fletcher, 2017, p. 181).  
The Present Study   
CR is the appropriate framework for this dissertation study for many reasons, 
including CR’s ontological and epistemological stances, openness with regard to method, 
analytical style, focus on the importance of context, and focus on criticism and social 
change. As demonstrated above, research on the topic of teacher credibility has 
historically been conducted using quantitative methods.  Although most of the 
researchers who have investigated teacher credibility did not directly indicate the 
paradigmatic beliefs that underpinned their research, it is likely that they were operating 
from a positivist or postpositivist perspective.  For example, the authors of the study that 
inspired this dissertation (Russ et al., 2002) used surveys to gauge how students in 
university classroom settings responded to a lecturer who presented as heterosexual in 
some classes and homosexual in others.  These authors used the language of a 
postpositivist framework by writing that their findings “establish[ed] support” (p. 319) 
for a negative relationship between perceived credibility and sexual orientation.  Yet, the 
researchers focused on bias and students’ attitudes in the social context of a classroom 
environment.  Statistical analyses are often associated with research conducted from a 
positivist standpoint.  Yet it has been argued that, in practice, modern researchers who 
employ statistical analysis do not aver that they are looking for a true model or to create 
law-like statements; rather, researchers often use these statistical tools as a means to help 
them describe the data more deeply (Ron, 2002).  Statistical analysis is useful for the CR 
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researcher, Ron argued, when the researcher attempts to isolate the generative mechanism 
that was hypothesized; i.e. it can help the researcher control for other possible 
mechanisms and uncover a mechanism that might not be visible from the data alone.  The 
statistical procedures in this study helped me to describe relationships that exist between 
students’ credibility ratings and their self-identified demographic categories.  
With regard to credibility research and mixed methods, Hendrix (1993) warned 
that a focus on quantitative findings alone overemphasizes measurement while ignoring 
the deeper theoretical issues regarding teacher credibility because of the etic nature of the 
survey instruments and the terminology employed on them.  I employed both extensive 
and intensive methods in this study: The extensive methods and instruments were drawn 
from extant credibility studies, and the intensive methods included open-ended prompts 
and semi-structured interviews, which allowed me to create emergent interpretations 
(McEvoy & Richards, 2006, p. 70) using emic responses.  These intensive data were also 
helpful for determining which instructor traits were salient in the minds of the 
participants.  
Mixing methods in credibility research is appropriate for this study because using 
just one type of data would likely be insufficient to the task of shedding light on students’ 
thoughts and feelings.  Without including qualitative methods, important insights 
regarding the causes of the patterns discovered in the quantitative data are likely to be 
missed.  Data in this study are mixed using what Risjord and colleagues (2002) called the 
coherence approach to triangulation.  The two types of data allow for a more complete 
study in which results can be confirmed between the data types and mixing these methods 
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serves as fuel for the process of abduction.  I will initially analyze the two types of data 
independently and will then compare and mix the data for completeness, confirmation, 
and abductive inspiration.  
With regard to the social justice component of CR research, the topic of my study 
is related to social justice in the classroom and improving the lives of gay teaching 
faculty and their students.  With this study, I argue for change within community college 
contexts to support LGBTQ+ faculty to come out and to be much-needed role models for 
their students.  This study, as is the case with much CR research, represents an attempt to 
critique the particular social context of the community college classroom and the power 
dynamics that exist when students evaluate instructors, particularly instructors who may 
be members of a marginalized group. 
Relevant Studies 
In this section, I will provide an overview of two recent studies conducted from a 
CR perspective in order to illustrate how CR research has been conducted in fields related 
to music.  One such study was a qualitative case study conducted by music therapists 
(Porter et al., 2017) who examined the use of music with patients in palliative care in 
Northern Ireland in the U.K.  The aim of the study was to evaluate a clinical program, 
rather than to predict outcomes for the patients.  The authors noted some recent concerns 
regarding randomized trials, including the possibility that the results may not generalize 
to other populations, and argued that CR helped them to look more deeply for generative 
mechanisms rather than assume an “invariable relationship between cause and effect” (p. 
2).  The use of CR, they argued, allowed them to go deeper than prediction to 
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explanation, “enabling a more nuanced understanding of why causal relationships are 
rarely constant” (p. 2).  Further, a CR methodology allowed the researchers to engage the 
participants in interviews to determine how they felt about the intervention and its 
context.  The researchers noted that holistic care like that found in hospice centers 
provides a fitting context for music therapy intervention.  The CR framework helped the 
researchers to look more deeply at their results than previous findings in the literature and 
to examine the generative mechanisms that may have contributed to their findings.  
 A researcher in the field of gender studies, De Boise, (2016), examined how men 
and women of different ages and demographic backgrounds consumed recorded music 
for different emotional uses or experiences.  De Boise argued that the use of both pre-
determined and free-response prompts on the survey drew inspiration from CR rather 
than positivism; however, no other mention of CR or its underlying methods and 
assumptions appeared in the article.  
 These two studies were the only examples I was able to locate for which 
researchers examined any aspect of music using CR.  This dissertation study may be the 
first study in the field of Music Education to be undergirded by the philosophical 
paradigm of critical realism.
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CHAPTER FOUR 
METHODS 
 
Procedures 
Many of the procedures for this quasi-experimental study were borrowed from 
Russ’s thesis (2000).  The population for this study, students in non-major music courses 
at a community college, differs from the population of Russ’s study and two others with a 
focus on homosexuality and credibility (Boren & McPherson, 2018; De Souza & Olson, 
2018): All of these studies were completed with samples of university students enrolled 
in either communication or psychology courses.   
For this study, I have used a mixed-methods design with questionnaires and semi-
structured interviews.  Quantitative and open-ended response data were collected 
concurrently in the first phase and these data informed those questions in the interview 
phase that were not determined in advance (Creswell, Plano Clark, Gutmann, & Hanson, 
2003).  Using Morse’s (2003) typology of mixed-methods designs, this study would be 
considered QUAN à qual, with the capital letters used to indicate a quantitatively-driven 
design and the arrow used to indicate a sequential implementation.  
Once the data collection began, I visited each of the eight courses in the first or 
second week of classes, at which time I informed the students that some course activities 
would be part of a research study.  Students who were 18 years old and older were given 
the opportunity to provide or deny consent on IRB-approved consent forms.  I asked 
students under 18 years old to work quietly on their own during this first phase of the 
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study.  I asked the students who consented to participate to create a memorable research 
code different from their name or student identification number that they would use for 
all phases of the study.  The research codes allowed me to align their responses across 
multiple questionnaires and protect their anonymity.  I also asked the participants to keep 
their research codes private to protect their confidentiality.  In this and all phases of the 
study, I informed the participants that their participation was voluntary, that 
nonparticipation would not impact their course grade, that they could withdraw from 
participating at any time, and that their instructor would have no knowledge of the results 
from any course section, nor which students chose to participate.   
After about two weeks, guest lectures took place on the subject of the human 
voice.  During each lecture, the guest lecturer expressed either a gay or straight sexual 
orientation by subtly mentioning the first name of either his wife Jennifer, a soprano, or 
his husband Jerry, a tenor, three times.  The lecturer used the words “my wife” or “my 
husband” the first two times he mentioned his spouse because several minutes elapsed 
between the first two instances. 
I opted to use a male lecturer for this study because I wanted to be able to 
compare the findings with those of earlier studies with a focus on gay teacher credibility 
(Boren & McPherson, 2018; De Souza & Olson, 2018; Russ et al., 2002); these authors 
also asked a man to be the guest lecturer for their studies.  Additionally, I suspected that 
because of the gendered discourse and stereotypes about men, teaching, and, music 
(described in chapter one), it would be important to conduct this research with a male 
lecturer: The presence of a lesbian music instructor might violate students’ expectancy 
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beliefs (Anderson & Kanner, 2011) about music and music teaching, with the potential 
for very different results that could not be easily compared with the earlier studies.  
Students were asked to evaluate the lecturer and to provide consent for the use of 
their data.  At the end of this class, I asked students who were interested in completing a 
20-minute follow-up interview to send me a text message to arrange a meeting time.  I 
informed the classes that if more than one student volunteered, I would choose a phone 
number at random.  The interviews were held in a faculty office or a group study room 
and were audio-recorded and transcribed.  I gave each interview participant a $10 
Amazon gift card.  I returned to each class section to debrief students about two weeks 
after the guest lecture had taken place and about one week after each interview.  At the 
debrief, I informed students that the study had ended, told them that I was studying how 
students respond to gay and straight music instructors, and I provided one final 
opportunity for participants to revoke their consent to use their data.  
Participants.  The participants in the study were students enrolled in eight course 
sections of Music Appreciation at a large community college in an urban area of the Mid-
Atlantic United States.  This institution was selected because of geographical proximity, 
the willingness of college administrators to allow the study to be conducted on campus, 
the participation of classroom instructors, and the availability of a suitable guest lecturer.   
I was not the instructor for any of the course sections selected to participate, and 
at no time did the course instructors have access to student responses.  Music 
Appreciation at the college where the study was completed is offered as a two-course 
sequence.  These elective courses are offered on the same days and times for both 
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semesters, or as two 8-week sessions within the same semester, to allow students to take 
both courses in the same academic year or term and with the same instructor.  Because 
there were students present in the one term who completed the study in an earlier term, 
the lecturer conditions were kept the same for sections with identical meeting times in the 
later term.  I employed random assignment of the two lecture conditions (gay or straight 
instructor) for three course sections and then assigned the other five strategically so that 
students enrolled in any two courses with the same meeting pattern would not experience 
both conditions.3  During the first semester of data collection, I discovered that students 
were interested in participating in the lecture evaluation portion of the study who were 
not in attendance on the day when participants were enrolled.  Therefore, I filed an 
amendment with IRB to allow participants in the spring semester classes to enroll in the 
study on the day of the guest lecture.  
Russ (2000) limited the participants in his study to first-year university students 
(aged 18–20) and had a very homogeneous sample, with 91.6% identifying as Caucasian.  
The participants in my study were not limited in terms of age, race, or any other factor, 
and were much more diverse than those in Russ’s study, which is typical of the diversity 
found on many community college campuses (Cohen, 1990; Garvey et al., 2015).  After 
removing three cases from the dataset from students who had participated in two different 
classes, the total number of participants was 118.  Some students were absent on a day 
	
3 Pure random assignment of the lecture condition could have introduced a potentially 
damaging confound into the study if a student who enrolled in multiple courses had 
experienced both conditions and shared with classmates that the same guest lecturer had a 
wife one semester and a husband the next, for example. 
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when data were collected, so not all participants completed both questionnaires in the two 
phases.   
Eight classes on two campuses of one community college participated in this 
study, four each in the fall and spring semesters.  In the fall semester, no one volunteered 
to complete an interview from one of the classes who experienced the straight lecturer.  I 
attempted to recruit two students from the class with the same meeting time in the spring 
but was only able to interview one because the other student canceled, leaving no time to 
reschedule before I debriefed that class.  I attempted to recruit two participants from each 
of the remaining courses but was only successful with one course in which the gay 
condition was presented.  Because of this, five interview participants experienced the gay 
lecture condition and three were in straight lecture condition classes, for a total of eight 
interview participants.  
Because the interviews were semi-structured, not all questions were determined 
prior to meeting with the interview participants.  I went into the interviews with a set of 
starter questions from three constellations: (a) what students remembered about the guest 
lecturer; (b) students’ personal responses to the lecture; and (c) students’ reaction to the 
research itself.  Examples of questions that comprised the first constellation are: Can you 
tell me what you remember about the lecturer?  What caught your attention about the 
guest lecturer?  The second constellation included questions such as: What was your 
reaction to the lecture?  What did you like; what didn’t you like?  How do you think your 
classmates might have responded to the lecture?  For the final constellation of questions, 
I explained to the interview participants that the sexual orientation of the instructor was 
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the true nature of the study and asked questions of the participants such as: How 
important do you think the lecturer’s sexual orientation was to students?  Do you think 
students will rate the gay and straight instructors differently; how?  Previous research 
showed that students found gay instructors to be less credible; does this surprise you?  Do 
you think students in this class will react the way students in earlier studies did? 
(APPENDIX E) 
Instruments.  Before beginning data collection, I asked students in three 
psychology courses to pilot-test both questionnaires I was planning to use for this study 
and to provide feedback in the margins of the surveys.  This student feedback led me to 
make a few changes to the questionnaires for the sake of clarity as described below. 
I used two questionnaires for this study that I adapted from Russ’s (2000) study.  
Immediately after enrolling students in the study, I administered a questionnaire entitled 
the College Student Survey (CSS) that Russ designed (APPENDIX B).  The 
questionnaire included open-ended prompts and several demographic questions.  I 
updated the demographic questions in order to elicit responses that were in the form of 
categorical data.  I borrowed language for the demographic questions from research about 
community college populations or research regarding campus climate for LGBTQ+ 
undergraduate students, as outlined below.   
Researchers who survey community college populations often probe points of 
particular interest within that environment, such as whether the student is a first-
generation college student, or if the student attends college part-time, full-time, or a mix 
of both, which were questions I added to the CSS.  I also asked students what credential 
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they were seeking (a certificate, an associate’s degree, a bachelor’s degree after transfer) 
or if they were non-degree seeking, following Horn and Nevill’s (2006) procedures.  
Because this study is about sexual orientation, it was important to know the sexual 
orientation and gender expression of participants: If a course section were to have many 
LGBTQ+ students, the results could be skewed, requiring me to eliminate or otherwise 
control those data.  To this end, I used the categories of heterosexual, gay, lesbian, 
bisexual, and uncertain from Rankin’s (2003) study.  Feedback provided by the students 
in the psychology courses who pilot-tested the questionnaires indicated that this was not 
an exhaustive list, so I added a blank for “other” to this question so that participants could 
write in any category or label they felt was appropriate.  Participants were also asked to 
indicate their race using Rankin’s categories of African American/Black, Asian/Pacific 
Islander, Middle Eastern, American Indian/Alaskan Native, Chicano/Latino/Hispanic, 
and White.  In terms of age, I borrowed the following categories from a study of a 
community college population: 18 or younger, 19-23, 24-29, 30-39, 40 years or older 
(Horn & Nevill, 2006).  Three categories from this same study were used to represent the 
educational achievement of the participant’s parents: high school diploma or less, some 
post-secondary education, and bachelor’s degree or higher (Horn & Nevill, 2006).   
Several authors have examined the relationships between students’ views of 
homosexuals and students’ personal characteristics including biological sex, (Brown & 
Henriquez, 2008; Finlay & Walther, 2003; Holland et al., 2013; M. Jenkins et al., 2009; 
LaMar & Kite, 1998), race (Brown & Henriquez, 2008; Finlay & Walther, 2003; Holland 
et al., 2013; M. Jenkins et al., 2009), political affiliation (Brown & Henriquez, 2008; 
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Holland et al., 2013), church attendance or membership in conservative religion (Brown 
& Henriquez, 2008; Finlay & Walther, 2003; Holland et al., 2013), major (Holland et al., 
2013; Schott-Ceccacci et al., 2009), year in college (Holland et al., 2013; Jayakumar, 
2009; M. Jenkins et al., 2009; Schott-Ceccacci et al., 2009), and prior close relationships 
with LGBT individuals (Brown & Henriquez, 2008; Finlay & Walther, 2003; Olson & 
DeSouza, 2017).  I altered Russ’s (2000) survey based on this literature and included 
items from these studies on the CSS questionnaire. 
The results of one study showed that a conservative religious affiliation and 
increased attendance at religious services were correlated with university students’ 
having negative attitudes regarding homosexuality (Finlay & Walther, 2003).  I initially 
used two items from their study to allow participants to indicate their religious 
orientation; however, pilot-testing in the psychology courses showed that students found 
two of these categories to be confusing (e.g., many students wrote in “Christian?,” and 
seemed to be unfamiliar with the term Protestant.)  I changed the option for “conservative 
protestant” to “evangelical protestant (Pentecostal, Southern Baptist, Non-
denominational, etc.)” and I changed “liberal protestant” to “mainline protestant 
(Episcopal, ELCA Lutheran, Methodist, Presbyterian, etc.).” 
A conservative political affiliation has been shown to correlate with negative 
attitudes toward LGBT people (Brown & Henriquez, 2008), and I included one item from 
this study that asked participants to indicate their political affiliation on a 5-point Likert-
type scale from very conservative to very liberal.  The results of two studies showed that 
having prior relationships with LGBT people was correlated with higher tolerance of 
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individuals from this group (Brown & Henriquez, 2008; Finlay & Walther, 2003).  I 
chose to use a more specific question from one study (Olson & DeSouza, 2017), which 
asked participants how many LGBT people they know personally, and if those 
individuals were acquaintances or close friends or family.   
I retained one of Russ’s (2000) open-ended questions which was designed to 
determine participants’ initial tolerance of gay instructors.  The other three open-ended 
questions were used by Russ to prevent the participants from determining the true nature 
of the study.  After pilot-testing, I decided to remove one of these questions that asked 
how students would respond to a friend being diagnosed with HIV because I was 
concerned that I was inadvertently conflating HIV and homosexuality.  I retained the 
other two questions but changed the wording slightly to suit a community college 
environment lacking on-campus housing (APPENDIX B). 
After the lecture, the students were asked to complete a questionnaire.  In keeping 
with the practice of other researchers who focused on teacher credibility and initial ethos, 
I asked students to complete McCroskey and Teven’s (1999) Source Credibility Measure 
(SCM, APPENDIX C).  The SCM includes six items in each of the three dimensions of 
character, competence, and caring, for a total of 18 items.  Participants indicated their 
reaction on a 7-point semantic differential scale between two bimodal adjectives (e.g., 
phony or genuine) for each item.  The polarity of one-half of the items on the SCM are 
reversed, and these items were reverse scored before analyzing the data so that a higher 
number indicated a more favorable rating.  A pair of researchers (Myers & Martin, 2006) 
analyzed decades of credibility research that utilized the SCM and reported that the 
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instrument demonstrated high reliability in six earlier studies (reliability coefficients 
ranged from .85 to .92). 
I used the SCM in order to attempt to see patterns about students’ beliefs that they 
themselves may not have been aware that they held.  Following Russ’s (2000) procedure, 
I added a single item to the SCM asking students to indicate how much they perceived 
they learned from the guest lecturer on a 10-point scale.  I added a second item to this 
section of the SCM borrowed from another study of teacher credibility (Teven & 
McCroskey, 1997) asking students how much they believed they could have learned from 
an ideal instructor.  Teven and McCroskey subtracted the score on the first item from the 
second one (and reported alpha reliabilities of .96 and .98 for the two items) to create a 
learning loss score, and I followed their procedure for this study.   
As in Russ’s (2000) study, I included open-ended questions about the guest 
lecturer and his instruction on the SCM, allowing the participants to respond in their own 
words.  I included open-ended questions at every stage of the research collection so that I 
could attempt to gain insights that might not be possible to glean from numerical items 
alone.  Allowing respondents to provide open-ended responses does not limit the answers 
to only those created by the researcher, “so there is opportunity to learn the unexpected” 
(Fowler, 1995, p. 59).  The open-ended questions on the SCM asked students to reflect on 
what they liked and did not like about the guest lecturer, whether they would recommend 
that the institution (Russ had “university”) consider hiring the lecturer, and to list three 
adjectives they would use to describe the lecturer.  The last page of the questionnaire 
informed students that I wished to use their responses as data for the research study and 
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asked them to provide their research codes if they consented.   
Guest lecturer.  I initially contacted a music student from a local university to 
serve as the guest lecturer.  One week before the first lecture, he was admitted to the 
hospital and I had to recruit a new lecturer.  The new lecturer was reliant on the use of 
notes to deliver the lecture because there was not enough time to memorize the material 
before the first lecture.  I asked the new lecturer to do his best to maintain consistent 
immediacy behaviors (like smiling, making eye contact, gesturing, and the use of humor) 
for the lectures in all course sections.  The lecturer wore the same clothes for all of the 
lectures (with a slight variation in one lecture described later) so that attire would not be a 
confound to the study (Morris et al., 1996).  I also asked the lecturer to attempt to appear 
neutral in terms of cues regarding his sexual orientation.  I remained outside of the 
classroom door during each lecture and made note of any inconsistencies that occurred 
during the presentations.   
The lecturer was a 61-year old, gay, White man with bachelor’s and master’s 
degrees in music education, extensive teaching experience, and who recently retired from 
a career teaching music in an urban public-school environment.  Prior to delivering the 
lecture in the first course section, he delivered it twice for three people who were 
experienced educators, researchers, or both, two of whom were conversant in the 
literature regarding teacher immediacy.  The three observers were tasked with looking for 
inconsistencies between the lectures and provided constructive feedback to the lecturer. 
Russ (2002) wrote an introduction for the lecturer in his study that highlighted the 
lecturer’s experience, and which was designed to promote high credibility for the speaker 
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before he began to speak.  With this in mind, I wrote an introduction for the lecturer that 
was read by the course instructor just before each lecture.  I also wrote the lecture and 
created a corresponding Google Slides presentation that was used during each lecture.  
In addition to being an experienced teacher, the lecturer is also an accomplished 
vocalist.  In order to make him seem as expert as possible in the minds of students, I 
asked him to perform an aria, Caro mio ben, at the end of his lecture.  In order to keep the 
lectures as consistent as possible, the piano accompaniment was pre-recorded and was 
included on the Google Slides presentation, as were the lyrics, both in Italian and 
translated into English.  Promoting the highest possible credibility scores for a guest 
lecturer is in keeping with the procedures used by other researchers (Boren & 
McPherson, 2018; De Souza & Olson, 2018; Russ et al., 2002).   
Analysis 
Extensive data.  I began the data analysis by creating a demographic profile of 
the classes using descriptive statistics.  These demographic data helped me to describe the 
sample in detail so that I could compare the sample and the results with those from 
previous studies and test whether any demographic categories had a relationship with 
high or low credibility ratings.  I next turned to the open-ended responses from the CSS 
prompt that asked students to reflect on how they would feel if one of their professors 
came out as gay.  I assigned a score to each response using a 5-point scale, using what 
Saldaña (2016) described as magnitude coding, in which numbers are assigned to codes 
to indicate values or a ranking.  I created the following scores: 1 represented a very 
homophobic response, 2 represented a somewhat homophobic response, 3 was considered 
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neutral, 4 indicted a somewhat accepting response, and 5 indicated a very accepting 
response.  A second researcher and I independently coded 25% of the responses and later 
discussed our scores and arrived at consensus when there was disagreement.  We then 
coded the remaining data individually and I tested the similarity of our ratings using a 
Pearson correlation test, which was a similar procedure to the one Russ (2000) followed.  
I tested for initial differences between the lecture groups using ANOVA; these data were 
treated as continuous and were the dependent variable in the ANOVA. 
With regard to the SCM, I first reverse-scored the negatively worded items so that 
a higher number would indicate a more positive rating.  I then conducted Cronbach Alpha 
reliability tests on each of the items as was done by other researchers who used the same 
instrument (De Souza & Olson, 2018; McCroskey & Teven, 1999; Russ, 2000; Teven & 
McCroskey, 1997).  I summed the six items in each domain, creating three summed 
domain scores per participant, as suggested by McCroskey (2007).  Teven and Katt 
(2016) cautioned researchers against using a single summed score for all 18 items on the 
SCM and McCroskey (2007) similarly suggested that “the three measures represent 
unique constructs, but [because] those constructs are intercorrelated…these scores should 
not be summed to create a single score” (para. 2).   
I wanted to compare ratings for each of the dimension scores (competence, 
character, and caring) and the two lecture conditions (gay and straight).  Other 
researchers who have examined sexual orientation and credibility in extant studies used 
one t-test for each tested domain of credibility (Boren & McPherson, 2018; De Souza & 
Olson, 2018; Russ et al., 2002).  I used ANOVA rather than t-tests because of its greater 
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power to detect differences between groups.  I also computed a correlation coefficient to 
determine how strongly responses for each of the three domains correlated with each 
other, similar to the procedure used by Russ, Simonds, and Hunt (2002).  
I next wanted to determine whether participants felt they learned more or less in 
either condition.  I began by testing the validity of the two prompts using Cronbach’s 
Alpha.  The learning loss score was computed by subtracting the score asking students 
how much they felt they learned from the score they provided for a hypothetical “ideal” 
instructor.  I computed a simple Pearson correlation like other researchers who used 
similar items in their studies (Boren & McPherson, 2018; Russ, 2000; Teven & 
McCroskey, 1997).  To test for differences between groups on this question, I employed 
an independent samples t-test as was done by Russ, Simonds, and Hunt (2002) and Boren 
and McPherson (2018).  
Finally, I wanted to determine if any of the demographic categories had a 
relationship with the participants’ credibility ratings.  McCroskey (2007) cautioned 
researchers not to employ stepwise regression on the three summed dimension scores 
because their collinear nature is incompatible with the logic of the statistic.  Instead of 
regression, I employed factorial ANOVA analysis for each of the summed dimension 
scores and with demographic categories from the CSS (gender, age, sexuality, race, and 
the number of gay friends and acquaintances) as the independent variables.  I used SPSS 
Statistics version 25 or version 26 to compute all statistical analyses. 
Intensive data.  CR scholars, including Bhaskar (2008), tend to be mute on 
particular methods that are appropriate for use with the paradigm (Fletcher, 2017; 
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Maxwell, 2012).  Researchers have suggested qualitative content analysis as a technique 
helpful for analyzing intensive data because of good alignment with the epistemological 
and ontological assumptions of CR Fletcher (Fletcher, 2017; Hoddy, 2019).  Quantitative 
content analysis was originally used by researchers for quantitizing text data, but its 
qualitative counterpart has been used recently both for purely qualitative as well as 
mixed-methods studies (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005; Y. Zhang & Wildemuth, 2017).  
Language, content, and context is the focus of content analysis (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005, 
p. 1278), which makes it appropriate for this study grounded in communication theory. 
Three coding techniques useful with qualitative content analysis have been 
suggested: conventional, directed, and summative (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005).  The 
conventional approach is useful when little theoretical or research literature exists for the 
topic.  Hence, researchers using this coding method will often not use a priori categories 
(Hsieh & Shannon, 2005).  This conventional approach is not appropriate for this study 
because of the large amount of existing theoretical and research literature on teacher 
credibility.  Summative analysis is also inappropriate because it is generally used to 
describe how language is used in context, which is not the focus of this study (Hsieh & 
Shannon, 2005).   
The directed coding approach has the advantage of allowing for a strong 
relationship with existing theory: The researcher begins with literature to create a priori 
codes and uses theory to compare categories and look for relationships among them to 
describe the findings within that context, much like the abductive process of CR 
(Fletcher, 2017; Hsieh & Shannon, 2005).  Directed content analysis is useful, in part, 
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because it allows the researcher to uncover both supporting and nonsupporting evidence 
(Hsieh & Shannon, 2005).  Describing counterfactual causes is an important aspect of CR 
analysis and these nonsupporting data are useful for that purpose. 
The coding method I used for the intensive data was directed coding.  With this 
approach, I used previous theoretical and research literature to focus the analysis and 
create a priori coding categories.  I created a coding manual and listed the categories and 
definitions of my a priori themes, as suggested by Zhang and Wildemuth (2017).  I then 
coded the data into these themes and created larger mutually exclusive categories from 
the themes (Y. Zhang & Wildemuth, 2017).  Data that did not fit the a priori codes were 
highlighted and analyzed later to determine if a new code or subcategory should be 
created, as suggested by Hsieh and Shannon (2005), and new codes and categories were 
added to the manual, as appropriate.  New codes are revealing because they offer new 
and possibly contradictory views of the phenomenon which can help researchers revise 
their analyses (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). 
Rather than using narrative, thick description, or other means of analyzing data 
typical with qualitative studies undergirded by constructionism (Trainor & Graue, 2013), 
CR researchers engage in abduction and retroduction (Bhaskar, 2008; Fletcher, 2017).  
As mentioned in the previous chapter, during abduction, researchers engage with the 
data, theory, and extant literature and offer competing thought experiments and possible 
explanations; during retroduction, these competing explanations are brought together and 
distilled by the researcher who puts forward the best possible explanation to fit the data 
and theory (Fletcher, 2017).  In the following chapters, I will explain the extensive and 
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intensive findings and will offer competing explanations for the data.  In the final chapter, 
I will put forth what I believe to be the best causal explanation for the findings. 
Validity.  The typical steps taken by researchers to establish reliability, rigor, 
trustworthiness, or validity for qualitative, quantitative, or mixed-methods studies are 
usually rooted in constructivism, antirealism, or pragmatism, and are therefore 
incompatible with the realist ontology of CR, as argued by Maxwell (2012).  Rather than 
focus on the validity of methods or procedures, as is often the case with research 
conducted from the standpoint of these other paradigms, CR researchers work to establish 
validity with respect to evidence and the conclusions reached within a specific context 
(Maxwell, 2012; Maxwell & Mittapalli, 2010).   
CR is rooted in observation and interpretation, and there is no understanding of a 
phenomenon that can be independent of the viewpoint of a particular researcher 
(Maxwell, 2012).  This is also true of both directed coding and qualitative content 
analysis, which have been described as interpretive, context-dependent, and researcher-
dependent (Fletcher, 2017; Hsieh & Shannon, 2005).  Traditional validity procedures for 
coding, such as inter-coder agreement, are seldom used with qualitative content analysis 
because different coders are likely to arrive at different interpretations (Elo & Kyngäs, 
2008), and because of the researcher-dependent nature of CR research.   
CR researchers hold that all understandings are fallible conceptions of a 
phenomenon, but testing conclusions against evidence and considering alternate 
explanations is possible and is the basis for establishing validity (Maxwell, 2012).  Three 
types of validity for qualitative understandings in CR research have been suggested: 
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descriptive, interpretive, and theoretical (Maxwell, 2012).  Descriptive validity refers to 
accuracy with respect to reporting data, and interpretive validity indicates the meanings 
ascribed by participants—emic rather than etic terms—often using participants’ own 
language.  These accounts require interpretation by the researcher because participants 
may not be aware of their own thoughts and feelings and may misremember or even 
purposely distort events (Maxwell, 2012).  Theoretical validity refers to a researcher’s 
valid explanation of a phenomenon, or that it “explicitly addresses the theoretical 
constructions that the researcher brings to, or develops during, the study” (Maxwell, 
2012, p. 140).  Theoretical validity, then, refers both to validity with respect to the 
theoretical model and to the interpretations created by the researcher.   
Mixing methods helped me to enhance reliability and validity for the findings 
(Olsen, 2004), and mixing methods can lead to “a more robust conclusion than either 
source of data could support alone” (McEvoy & Richards, 2006, p. 72).  To establish 
descriptive validity, I kept a journal to note any changes or discrepancies that occurred 
during the guest lectures and audio-recorded and transcribed the interviews.  I promoted 
interpretive validity by using open-ended questions and interviews, which allowed me to 
begin coding using the participants’ own words.  I used a coding scheme (Poole & 
Folger, 1981), and a coding manual (Y. Zhang & Wildemuth, 2017) to promote validity 
with regard to the process of coding and to promote interpretive validity.  Theoretical 
validity within CR requires that the researcher describe alternate interpretations of the 
phenomenon (Maxwell & Mittapalli, 2010), which I explicate in chapter seven.  Using 
mixed methods allowed me to redescribe the phenomena and uncover possible alternate 
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explanations, which also promoted the validity of the findings (Zachariadis et al., 2013).   
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CHAPTER FIVE 
EXTENSIVE FINDINGS 
 
In this study, I examined how community college students in Music Appreciation 
courses rated the credibility of a male guest lecturer who identified as gay or straight by 
mentioning either a wife or husband.  In this chapter, I present the quantitative or – 
consistent with Critical Realism – extensive results of this mixed-methods study, in order 
to address three of the research questions:  
1. What is the relationship between students’ perceptions of the teacher credibility 
dimensions of character, competence, and caring and a male music instructor’s sexual 
identity? 
2. What is the relationship between credibility and perceived student learning 
among students experiencing a gay or straight instructor?  
3. What is the relationship between participants’ credibility ratings for a male 
instructor and participants’ demographic characteristics?4 
The data were collected during two study visits in eight course sections.  I 
administered the College Student Survey (CSS) during the first visit when participants 
also enrolled in the study.  The questions on this instrument were designed to determine 
participants’ initial acceptance of gay teachers as well as to collect demographic data.  
During the second study visit, participants experienced the guest lecture and were asked 	
4 The fourth research question (What does the merging of extensive and intensive 
data reveal regarding participants’ ratings of a guest lecturer and his expressed sexual 
orientation?) will be addressed in the following chapter. 
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to evaluate the lecturer using McCroskey and Teven’s (1999) Source Credibility Measure 
(SCM).  This second phase also included open-ended prompts, the responses to which 
will be described in the next chapter. 
Demographics 
There were 118 participants enrolled in the study.  Of these, 73 were enrolled in 
the straight lecturer condition and 45 experienced the gay condition.  Participants were 
able to withdraw consent at each stage and when I debriefed the participants, informing 
them that I was studying instructor sexual orientation and student credibility assessments.  
At the debriefs, 28 participants withdrew consent for their data to be used in the study.  
Of these, 15, or 20.5%, withdrew from the straight lecturer condition and 13, or 28.9%, 
withdrew from the gay condition.  Due to student absences, eight participants did not 
complete the SCM; thus, I present data from 82 of the 121 participants.  Of these 82, 50 
experienced the straight lecturer condition and 32 experienced the gay lecturer condition.   
There were between 75 and 81 valid responses for most of the demographic 
prompts due to respondents having skipped one or more of the items.  In terms of gender, 
39 participants (52%) identified as male, 34 as female (45%), and two as transgender.  
This is slightly divergent from the national trend: 56% of community college students 
were reported to be female in 2016 (AACC, 2018c).   The majority of participants (58%) 
were between the ages of 19 and 23, followed by 24.7% who identified as 18 or younger 
(see Table 1 for a breakdown of the demographics of the participants in the study).  The 
average age for community college students in 2016 was 28 (AACC, 2018c); the 
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participants in this sample were likely younger than that national average given the 
dominance of the 19–23 age category. 	  
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Table 1 
 
Demographic Characteristics of Study Participants  
Characteristic N 
Gender  
 Male 39 
 Female 34 
 Transgender 2 
Age  
 18 or younger 20 
 Ages 19-23 42 
 Ages 24-29 7 
 Ages 30-39 4 
 Age 40 or older 2 
Semesters of college completed  
 1 15 
 2 17 
 3 13 
 4 or more 30 
Enrollment  
 FT both semesters 57 
 FT for one semester 6 
 PT both semesters 10 
 PT one semester 2 
Educational goal  
 Certificate / Career studies cert 1 
 Associate's degree 15 
 Transfer for Bachelor's 57 
 Non-degree seeking 2 
Parents' educational attainment  
 Parents' educational attainment 12 
 Some college 26 
 Bachelor's or higher 37 
Financial independence  
 Dependent of parents 54 
 Unmarried, no dependents 15 
 Married, no dependents 2 
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 Single parent 3 
 Married with children 1 
Sexuality  
 Heterosexual 63 
 Gay 3 
 Bisexual 3 
 Uncertain 6 
Race  
 African American / Black 18 
 Asian / Pacific Islander 2 
 Chicano / Latino / Hispanic 5 
 White 39 
 Multi-racial 11 
Attendance at religious services  
 Never 23 
 Occasionally 34 
 Monthly 4 
 Weekly 8 
 More than once a week 6 
Religious affiliation  
 Evangelical Protestant 32 
 Mainline Protestant 9 
 Catholic 11 
 Other religion, non-Christian 1 
 Non-affiliated 22 
Gay, lesbian, bi friends or family members  
 None 5 
 Gay Acquaintances 17 
 Few gay friends 24 
 Many Gay Friends 29 
Political affiliation  
 Very conservative 4 
 Somewhat conservative 12 
 Moderate 41 
 Somewhat liberal 14 
 Very liberal 4 
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In terms of sexuality, 85% of the participants identified as heterosexual, 3.75% as 
gay, 3.75% as bisexual, and 7.5% as uncertain.  Two participants wrote either “straight?” 
or “does this mean straight?” in the margin of the questionnaire, so some of the 
“uncertain” responses may indicate uncertainty about terminology rather than indicating 
uncertainty about sexuality, meaning that some of these participants may have 
misidentified themselves.  Slightly more than half of the respondents (52%) identified as 
White, followed by African American/Black at 24%, and multi-racial at 15.4%.  This is 
slightly different from the national average for racial demographics among community 
colleges which were 47% White in 2016 (AACC, 2018c). 
In terms of religion, 34 participants, or 43%, indicated they were Evangelical 
Protestant, followed by 29% non-affiliated, 15.2% Catholic, 11.4% Mainline Protestant, 
and one participant who selected “Other religion, non-Christian.”  A large portion of the 
sample (47.5%) indicated they attend religious services occasionally, 30% never attend, 
10% attend weekly, 7.5% attend more than once a week, and 5% attend monthly.  
Regarding political affiliation, the participants’ responses very nearly fit a normal 
distribution: About 55% identified as moderate, almost 19% identified as somewhat 
liberal, 16% identified as somewhat conservative, about 5% identified as very 
conservative, and about 5% identified as very liberal. 
When attempting to compare groups, I discovered that some categories had too 
few groups or participants to be able to run post-hoc tests.  For this reason, I had to 
collapse some of the groups as follows: There were no lesbian participants and no asexual 
students, so those categories were deleted.  In the sample, two students identified as 
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transgender, three as bisexual, and three as gay; I collapsed all of these responses under 
the heading LGBT.  There were only six participants who indicated that they were aged 
30 or older, so I collapsed these into a broader category of “24 and older.”  No students 
identified as Middle Eastern and none selected the category for American Indian / 
Alaskan Native, so these two categories were deleted.  With regard to the number of gay 
acquaintances, friends, and family members, only five participants selected “none,” so I 
combined responses in this category with responses for “a few gay acquaintances.”  Only 
four participants selected the category related to monthly religious attendance, so I 
collapsed these responses in with the responses for “occasionally attends religious 
services.”  Similarly, only seven students indicated they attend religious services weekly 
and eight selected the category for attending religious services more than weekly; I 
combined these 15 responses into one category.  Finally, there were no students who 
identified as Jewish, Buddhist, or other, so I deleted these categories from the variable.  
  A series of chi-square tests showed no significant differences for any of the 
demographic groups listed above by condition including gender [c2(2) = 3.2, p = .206], 
age [c2(2) = 2.2, p = .331], sexuality [c2(2) = 0.4, p = .881], race [c2(4) = 7.7, p = .102], 
political affiliation [c2(4) = 2.6, p = .630], attendance at religious services [c2(4) = 6.13, p 
= .962], religious affiliation [c2(4) = 3.4, p = .489], or the number of gay acquaintances, 
friends, or family members [c2(2) = 4.4, p = .110]. 
The following categories were analyzed in order to have a better sense of the 
community college population for the study.  These data may be helpful for the purpose 
of generalization of results or for future researchers who may wish to conduct a similar 
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study in a community college setting.  Most of the students were in their fourth semester 
of college or more (40.7%); there was a nearly even split for semesters one, two, or three 
with 15, 16, and 17 participants each.  A large proportion of the participants, (76.5%), 
planned to attend college full-time for both semesters in the academic year when data 
were collected, which is nearly the reverse of the nationwide average of 63% of students 
who attend part-time.  Many students (77.5%) were interested in earning a bachelor’s 
degree or higher, and a few (18.8%) were interested in earning an associate’s degree.  A 
majority of the participants (85%) had at least one parent who attended some college or 
earned a degree, which is also higher than the national average for which 29% of 
community college students reported being first-generation college students in 2016 
(AACC, 2018c).  In terms of financial dependence, 71.25% of the participants reported 
being financially dependent on their parents; the next largest category was unmarried 
with no dependents at 21.25%.  As a national average, 17% of community college 
students reported that they were single parents; however, only 4% of the sample enrolled 
in this study were single parents.  
Initial Acceptance of Homosexuality 
 One open-ended question on the CSS was designed to determine participants’ 
initial acceptance of homosexuality and gay college faculty members.  The prompt read, 
“If one of your teachers told you that he/she were gay, how would you respond and 
why?”  I used magnitude coding (Saldaña, 2016) to evaluate these data and assigned a 
rating on a 5-point scale with “1” indicating very homophobic, “2” indicating somewhat 
homophobic, “3” considered neutral, “4” representing somewhat accepting, and “5” 
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indicating very accepting.   
Another researcher and I independently coded 25% of the responses, then 
discussed our ratings and came to consensus on that portion of the responses.  We then 
coded the reaming responses individually based on our previous discussion.  We 
achieved moderately high inter-coder agreement [r(81) = .870, p = .01] (Table 2).  The 
average rating for the gay condition was 3.4 for both raters and in the straight condition, 
3.4 for rater 1 and 3.2 for rater 2. 
Table 2 
 
Interrater Crosstabulation: Frequencies of Ratings for Each Rater  
 
 
Rater 2 
Total 1 2 3 4 5 
Rater 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 3 
2 0 12 5 0 0 17 
3 0 3 22 2 0 27 
4 0 0 4 6 0 10 
5 0 0 1 11 12 24 
Total 1 17 32 19 12 81 
 
An example of a response both raters scored as a “1” is, “Unless there was a 
reason that such a thing was relevant to the class, I would be somewhat off-put by 
revealing such personal info in a professional setting.”  “My response would be ‘okay’ or 
act like I didn’t hear them. Their sexuality isn’t my business, but I wouldn’t treat them 
any different because they are gay,” was rated a “2” by both raters.  An example of a 
neutral, “3” response, is “I wouldn’t care.”  Both raters coded this comment as a “4”: “I 
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would go about my day. That is their life and if that is what makes them happy, that’s all 
that matters.”  An example of a comment both raters coded a “5” is, “I would respond 
with ‘me too.’ I would be happy and excited that they were comfortable enough to 
announce it. As a proud homosexual, I would respect their sexuality and move forward 
with my education.”  
I used ANOVA to determine whether participants in the two conditions were 
significantly different from each other in terms of their initial tolerance of homosexuality 
using an average of the two raters’ magnitude coding scores.  This resulted in [F(1) = .08, 
p = .79, Mstraight = 3.3, Mgay = 3.4], indicating that the participants in the two conditions 
were not significantly different from each other.  This lack of significant difference 
indicates that students enrolled in courses in one condition were not more accepting than 
students in another.  If a significant difference had been present, it would have been a 
possible confound to the study.  
Credibility Data 
I began the analysis of the SCM data by reverse-scoring the negatively worded 
items.  I ran a Cronbach Alpha test to establish data reliability, which resulted in a = .93, 
indicating high reliability of the SCM instrument.  I next created summed character, 
competence, and caring scores using the six prompts that relate to each of these 
dimensions as suggested by McCroskey (2007).  For all three dimensions, mean 
participant ratings were slightly higher in the gay lecturer condition than the straight one 
(Table 3). 
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Table 3 
 
Descriptive Statistics for the Lecture Evaluation.   
 N Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval 
for Mean 
Minimum 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Competenc
e 
Straight 50 38.2400 5.44194 .76961 36.6934 39.7866 13.00 
Gay 32 38.4688 5.11156 .90360 36.6258 40.3117 21.00 
Total 82 38.3293 5.28463 .58359 37.1681 39.4904 13.00 
Character Straight 50 34.3600 6.21965 .87959 32.5924 36.1276 15.00 
Gay 32 36.4063 6.20020 1.09605 34.1708 38.6417 24.00 
Total 82 35.1585 6.25481 .69073 33.7842 36.5329 15.00 
Caring Straight 50 28.1400 5.01837 .70971 26.7138 29.5662 18.00 
Gay 32 29.6563 5.85640 1.03527 27.5448 31.7677 21.00 
Total 82 28.7317 5.37725 .59382 27.5502 29.9132 18.00 
 
I employed one-way ANOVA to compare the summed dimension ratings as the 
dependent variables for participants in each lecture condition and the results showed that 
participants’ ratings for the gay and straight lecturers were not significantly different 
(Table 4).  Thus, my response to research question 1 is that student ratings did not differ 
significantly for any of the three dimensions of credibility for the gay or straight 
lecturers.   	  
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Table 4 
 
ANOVA Results 
 Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean Square F Sig. 
Competence Between Groups 1.021 1 1.021 .036 .850 
Within Groups 2261.089 80 28.264   
Total 2262.110 81    
Character Between Groups 81.700 1 81.700 2.117 .150 
Within Groups 3087.239 80 38.590   
Total 3168.939 81    
Caring Between Groups 44.859 1 44.859 1.562 .215 
Within Groups 2297.239 80 28.715   
Total 2342.098 81    
 
Perceptions of Learning 
Participants were asked to rate how much they felt they learned from the guest 
lecturer on a 10-point semantic differential scale with 10 indicating “learned a great 
deal,” 5 indicating “learned to some extent” and 1 representing “learned nothing.”  The 
next prompt on the SCM asked students how much they felt they could have learned from 
an ideal instructor on the same 10-point scale.  I checked the validity of these items using 
Cronbach’s alpha, which resulted in a = .76, indicating acceptable validity (Streiner, 
2003).  I calculated a learning loss score by subtracting the lecturer ratings from the ideal 
instructor ratings (Table 5).   	  
 	
90 
	
Table 5 
 
Perceptions of Learning and Learning Loss 
 
 Condition N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Perception of learning Straight 50 7.04 1.807 .255 
Gay 32 7.28 2.144 .379 
Possible learning from an 
ideal instructor 
Straight 48 7.65 1.631 .235 
Gay 32 7.88 2.106 .372 
Learning loss Straight 48 .6042 1.64691 .23771 
Gay 32 .5938 1.73873 .30737 
 
An independent samples t-test of this learning loss score showed no significant 
difference in learning loss for participants in the straight condition (M = .60, SD = 1.65) 
and the gay condition (M = 0.59, SD = 1.74); [t(81) = .207, p = .978.].  Finally, I 
conducted a Pearson r correlation to determine if a relationship existed between students’ 
perceptions of their learning and the credibility scores from the SCM.  The three 
dimensions of credibility were all significantly correlated with each other: [r(82) = .63, p 
= .01] for competence and character, [r(82) = .46, p = .01] for competence and caring, 
and [r(82) = .67, p = .01] for character and caring.  Similar significant intercorrelations 
among the three dimensions have been noted by other researchers (Glascock & Ruggiero, 
2006; McCroskey & Teven, 1999; Q. Zhang et al., 2011), especially when all three 
dimensions are tested (Finn et al., 2009).  The learning loss score was not significantly 
correlated with any of the three credibility dimensions of competence [r (80) = -.14, p = 
.23], character [r (80) = -.16, p = .15], or caring [r (80) = -.21, p = .06]; however, 
responses to the first prompt, which asked participants how much they felt they learned, 
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demonstrated weak or moderate significant correlations with all three dimensions (Table 
6).  
Table 6 
 
Correlations of Credibility with Perceived Learning 
Correlations 
 Learning Competence Character Caring 
Learning Pearson Correlation 1 .353* .527** .396** 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .001 .000 .000 
N 82 82 82 82 
Competence Pearson Correlation .353* 1 .632** .455** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .001  .000 .000 
N 82 82 82 82 
Character  Pearson Correlation .527** .632** 1 .667** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000  .000 
N 82 82 82 82 
Caring Pearson Correlation .396** .455** .667** 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000  
N 82 82 82 82 
*Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed). 
**Correlation is significant at the .001 level (2-tailed). 
 
Pertaining to Research Question 2, students who experienced a lecture delivered 
by either a gay or straight instructor did not feel that they learned more or less than 
students in the other condition.  The lack of correlation between credibility ratings and 
learning loss scores and the relatively low Cronbach’s alpha of .76 may indicate that 
participants did not understand the prompt asking them how much they could have 
learned from a hypothetical ideal instructor.  Pearson correlation analysis for the first 
prompt demonstrated significant correlations between perceived learning and all three 
credibility dimensions, indicating that participants equated their perceptions of learning 
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with their perceptions of the lecturer’s credibility.  Yet, participants did not report that 
they learned significantly more or less in either condition, indicating that the instructor’s 
expressed sexuality seems to have had no impact on students’ perceptions of learning.   
Demographic Categories 
 Although an analysis of data from the overall sample showed no significant 
differences, I wanted to determine if participants from various demographic backgrounds 
provided significantly different ratings from each other.  This was done because other 
studies have shown that students’ personal characteristics correlate with their views of 
gay men or women (Brown & Henriquez, 2008; Dunwoody & Frank, 1995; Finlay & 
Walther, 2003; Holland et al., 2013; Jayakumar, 2009; M. Jenkins et al., 2009; LaMar & 
Kite, 1998; Michalski, 2011; Schott-Ceccacci et al., 2009).  These data addressed the 
third research question (What is the relationship between participants’ credibility ratings 
for a male instructor and participants’ demographic backgrounds?) 
I ran three factorial analysis of variance tests with the summed credibility scores 
of competence, character, or caring serving as the dependent variable in each analysis.  
The independent variables were the collapsed categories described above including age 
(18, 19-23, 24 and older), race (White, African American / Black, Chicano / Latino / 
Hispanic, Asian / Pacific Islander), gender (male, female), sexuality (heterosexual, 
LGBT, uncertain), and the number of gay acquaintances, friends, or family members 
(none or a few gay acquaintances, a few gay friends, many close gay friends or family 
members) participants reported knowing. 
Analysis of the competence dimension in the straight condition showed 
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significant effects for age [F(2, 14) = 6.2, p < .05], and for the number of gay friends and 
acquaintances [F(2, 14) = 9.0, p < .005].  Post hoc tests showed that 18-year-old 
participants (M = 39.6, SD = 3.5) rated the straight instructor significantly higher than 
participants aged 24 and older (M = 35.8, SD = 6.3) by a mean difference of 3.8 points.  
In the straight condition, participants with many gay friends or family members (M = 
39.5, SD = 3.3) provided significantly higher ratings than participants with a few gay 
friends or family members (M = 37.1, SD = 4.5) by an average difference of 2.3 points.  
No other groups were significantly different from each other in the straight condition.  
There were two statistically significant interactions: race and the number of gay 
friends and acquaintances, [F(4, 14) = 6.1, p < .01]; and race and age [F(1, 14) = 11.8, p 
< .005].  With regard to race and gay friends, ratings diverged by race such that 
credibility ratings increased for African American participants as the number of gay 
friends and acquaintances increased.  Ratings by multi-racial participants with a few gay 
friends were lower than those made by multi-racial participants with none/a few gay 
acquaintances and multi-racial participants with many gay friends.  The opposite was true 
for White participants for whom ratings declined as the number of gay friends and 
acquaintances increased.  Finally, for Chicano/Latino/Hispanic participants, ratings were 
highest among participants with a few gay friends and family members and were lower in 
the other two groups, with participants with many gay friends and acquaintances 
providing the lowest competence scores (Figure 1). 
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Figure 1 
 
Interaction of Race and Number of Gay Friends and Acquaintances in the Straight Condition 
for the Competence Dimension 
 
With regard to age and the number of gay friends, competence scores increased for 
participants in the middle age range, 19-23, as the number of gay friends and 
acquaintances increased.  Students aged 18 or aged 24 and older with a few gay friends 
provided the lowest competence scores in the straight condition in their age groups.  
Participants who were 18 years old and participants aged 24 and older with no gay 
friends or a few acquaintances or with many gay friends provided higher competence 
scores in the straight condition (Figure 2).   
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Figure 2 
 
Interaction of Race and Age in the Straight Condition for the Competence Dimension 
 
Within the gay condition, a main effect was found on the competence dimension 
only for race [F(3, 5) = 14.2, p < .01].  Post hoc tests indicated that African American 
participants (M = 35.9, SD= 7.2) rated the instructor lower in competence than White 
participants (M = 40.9, SD = 1.7) by a mean difference of 5.0 points, (p < .05).    
Analysis of the character dimension in the straight condition showed a significant 
effect for age [F(2, 14) = 5.3, p < .05], with the oldest participants (M = 29.2, SD = 5.3) 
providing significantly lower ratings than participants aged 19-23 (M = 35, SD = 6.4) or 
aged 18 (M = 35, SD = 5.7).   
Analysis of the caring dimension in the straight condition yielded a significant 
interaction for the number of gay friends and race [F(4,14) = 3.3, p < .05].  For African 
American participants, caring ratings increased as the number of gay friends increased, 
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but the opposite was true for White participants.  Chicano/Latino/Hispanic participants 
with many gay friends provided lower ratings than their counterparts with no gay friends 
or a few gay acquaintances, and participants in both of these categories provided lower 
ratings than Hispanic participants with a few gay friends.  Multi-racial participants had 
the largest range of caring scores for any racial group: Multi-racial students with no gay 
friends or a few gay acquaintances provided the highest ratings for caring for the straight 
instructor compared with other racial groups.  Multi-racial participants with a few gay 
friends provided one of the lowest caring scores for the straight instructor compared with 
other racial groups.  Multi-racial participants with many gay friends provided slightly 
higher ratings for caring than multi-racial students with a few gay friends (Figure 3).  
 
Figure 3 
 
Interaction of Race and Number of Gay Friends and Acquaintances in the Straight Condition 
for the Caring Dimension 
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 In the gay condition, only race was significant with regard to the caring dimension 
[F(3, 5) = 6.3, p < .05].  Participants who identified as Asian / Pacific Islander provided 
the highest ratings (M = 35.5, SD = 6.4), followed by multi-racial participants (M = 32, 
SD = 6), and White participants (M = 31.4, SD = 5.7).  Participants who identified as 
African American / Black supplied the lowest caring scores in the gay condition (M = 
26.5, SD = 4.1).  
Summary 
 Using extensive (quantitative) methods, I found that participants in the two 
conditions were not significantly different from each other with regard to their initial 
tolerance of homosexuality and gay teachers, nor were they significantly different from 
each other in terms of their demographic backgrounds.  The data from the SCM that 
measured scores for the three dimensions of credibility were found to be reliable and 
showed no significant differences in either condition for any dimension of credibility.  
All three dimensions of credibility were highly intercorrelated with each other and with 
students’ perceptions of their own learning (although not with learning loss), and 
students’ perceptions of their learning were not significantly different in either condition.  
Thus, participants’ expectations of their learning were related to their ratings of the 
lecturer’s credibility, but not with the lecturer’s expressed sexuality.   
 The demographic findings indicated that there were some significant differences 
in responses by condition.  Age was a significant main effect for ratings of competence 
and, negatively, for character scores in the straight condition, with older students 
providing lower ratings than the youngest students.  Race was a significant factor for the 
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gay lecturer condition on the competence and caring dimensions, with participants who 
identified as African American / Black providing the lowest scores for the gay instructor.   
 For the straight condition, there were several main effects and interaction effects 
relating to the number of close gay friends and family members participants reported 
knowing.  For the competence dimension, there was a main effect for the number of gay 
friends and significant interactions for the number of gay friends and race and for the 
number of gay friends and age.  For the caring dimension, there was a significant 
interaction for the number of gay friends and race. 
 In short, students in the two groups were not dissimilar in their backgrounds or 
their views of homosexuality at the beginning of the study.  The participants did not 
attend to or did not care about the instructor’s sexual orientation when evaluating his 
credibility or their perceptions of how much they felt they learned.  There was a 
significant finding in the straight instructor condition on the competence and character 
dimensions such that the youngest students provided the highest ratings.  In the gay 
condition, White students found the instructor to be more competent and to care more 
than African American students.   
 The other significant effects and interaction effects relating to the number of gay 
acquaintances, friends, and family members seem to represent random correlations in the 
data.  The number of gay friends any respondent had does not seem like a category that 
should correlate with statistically significant differences in ratings for a straight 
instructor.  Further, the relationships are not consistent with regard to the number of gay 
friends and different racial or age categories (i.e. students with no gay friends or just a 
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few gay acquaintances do not consistently rate the straight lecturer higher than students 
with a few or many gay friends and family members). 
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CHAPTER SIX 
INTENSIVE FINDINGS 
 
In this chapter, I present the intensive (qualitative) data from the study.  When 
analyzing the intensive data, I initially looked at the corpus of data across both conditions 
in order to highlight similarities among responses.  I later separated the data by condition 
to expose differences in each condition.  Consistent with the framework of Critical 
Realism, I began by coding the data for each response using a priori codes from the 
literature.  These a priori codes were “character,” “competence,” “caring,” and 
“immediacy.”  Multiple reviews of the data helped me to create emergent codes, to 
combine these emergent codes into larger, more meaningful codes, and to eliminate codes 
that seemed redundant.  The emergent codes were “attire,” “entertaining,” “gay,” 
“musicianship,” “nervous,” “not different / unsure,” “overall rating,” “passionate,” 
“similar,” “teaching,” “technology,” “time,” and “unique” (Appendix G). 
I present the results of this coding and analysis of the data below.  For one of the 
open-ended prompts, I asked the participants to list three adjectives they would use to 
describe the guest lecturer.  I treated each of these adjectives as a separate response and 
participants supplied 224 total adjectives.  I created a weighted word cloud of these 
adjective responses from across the corpus of data (both conditions), and words like 
“interesting,” “trained,” “talented,” and “well-spoken” were frequently supplied by the 
participants (Illustration 1).  
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Illustration 1 
 
Word Cloud of Adjective Responses for the Lecturer in Both Conditions 
 
Below, I present a depiction of the guest lecturer organized first by the themes 
related to credibility research: competence and teaching ability, character and passion, 
and then caring.  The themes that follow this grouping are immediacy cues, technology, 
musicianship and talent, and how students’ prior knowledge of the lecture topic affected 
their reaction to the lecture.  I use the participants’ own language that they provided in 
response to open-ended prompts and interview questions.  When names are included with 
quotations, those data came from one of the interview participants: Emily, Isolde, Jim, 
Marie, and Reginald experienced the gay condition and Grace*, Marceline*, and 
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Robert*5 experienced the straight lecturer condition.  At the end of the depiction, I 
present distinct data that appeared only in one condition or that seemed to have been 
more salient for participants in one condition or the other.  Within this chapter, all 
language enclosed in quotation marks was supplied by the interview participants, and all 
names, including that of the guest lecturer, are pseudonyms. 
The Lecturer as Described by Participants 
A couple of weeks into the Music Appreciation course at the college, a guest 
came to deliver a lecture about the physiology of the human voice and vocal ranges.  The 
lecture took place during the normal class time and in the regular classroom for the 
course, which seats about 30 students.  The course instructor introduced the guest 
lecturer, Mr. Nick Reynolds, and provided an overview of his background and 
qualifications.  One student, Grace*, found this introduction to be problematic and “semi-
off-putting” because Mr. Reynolds did not introduce himself to the class; she said that the 
lecturer should have introduced himself and informed the students of his own 
qualifications.  Mr. Reynolds had a Google Slides presentation for his lecture.  At the end 
of his lecture, Mr. Reynolds sang an aria for the class.   
In terms of his overall deportment and image, one student wrote that Mr. 
Reynolds had “a presence,” and another wrote that “he has a general aura that I’ve found 
common among the great instructors here,” but did not elaborate.  He was “memorable,” 
“dapper,” and a “well-dressed” “white man with a beard.”  With regard to his credibility, 
	
5 Participants indicated by an asterisk* in this chapter were those who experienced the 
straight lecture condition.  
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students indicated that Mr. Reynolds seemed to have “experience in his field,” to be 
“well-qualified and professional,” and “smart.”  Some students described him as 
“informative,” “informing,” “informational,” and “knowledgeable,” while others 
described him as “amazing,” “excellent,” “good,” “impressive,” “inspiring,” 
“interesting,” “professional,” or “terrific.”   
In terms of his credibility, students found Mr. Reynolds to be highly competent 
and focused many of their comments on this characteristic.  Students wrote that he 
seemed “well informed” and “gave a good educational lecture.”  Another student shared 
that “he described words and terms the ‘average Joe’ wouldn’t know.”  One student 
remarked that “he has a vast knowledge of the musical arts and has had years of 
experience.”  Some students focused on their high estimation of Mr. Reynolds’s 
competence by comparing him favorably with other instructors, such as, “he is a 
professional and an expert in his field, whereas some other teachers just have a general 
understanding of the subject,” or “he’s had a lot more experience in his field and enjoys 
what he does, which I don’t see from many teachers.”  Jim said that Mr. Reynolds was 
“very…in tune with what he was doing” and that “he knew everything he needed to talk 
about,” and Grace* said that Mr. Reynolds “obviously knows what he's talking about, 
and I like that about him.  He definitely seems very knowledgeable.”   
Related to competence, students favorably described his teaching ability and 
expressed that Mr. Reynolds has “experience with the subject and skill” and has 
“experience working with many groups,” which would make him “a good candidate” for 
hire at the college.  Mr. Reynolds was described as being “very organized and [he] knows 
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a lot about” the information he presented.  He was “precise” with the lecture, and 
“allotted enough time for [the students] to take in everything that was on the slides and 
what he was saying.”  In addition to his regular teaching duties, it also seemed like he 
would be able to “teach some valuable information to aspiring teachers.”   
In contrast to the large number of positive comments about his abilities as a 
teacher, a few students shared less favorable assessments.  Isolde focused on one aspect 
of Mr. Reynolds’s career—that he had been a middle school music teacher—and this 
seemed to color her assessment:  
It was…definitely different from…a college-level lecture…. It did feel like a 
middle school lecture.  You know, middle school teachers, they make sure that 
you know everything, and they go over each and every detail.  And he did that, 
whereas a college-level professor will kind of breeze over a topic. 
Marceline* mentioned that she overheard other students in the class who had a negative 
view of the lecturer: “They were like, ‘I didn't think he was that great of a lecturer.’ But 
to be honest, I didn't really…I thought he was fine.”   
Many students focused on the positive aspects of Mr. Reynolds’s character, 
another dimension of teacher credibility, and described him as “friendly,” or that his 
“personality seemed very open.”  Mr. Reynolds was described as “warm” and “very kind 
and personable,” and “very open & friendly,” and Jim remarked on the lecturer’s ability 
“to connect with people on a…personal…friendly level.”  Mr. Reynolds also seemed to 
be rather a “confident” speaker, who spoke to the class “as if we are his equals.”  He was 
described as “charismatic,” “enthusiastic,” “genuine,” “honest,” “invested,” and 
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“passionate.”  Several students described Mr. Reynolds as “confident,” and Jim said that 
this stood out to him “because confidence is a huge thing.  If you don't walk into 
something confident knowing what you know, and saying, ‘Hey, I got this,’ you're not 
going to come off well with the group you're trying to teach.”  Mr. Reynolds also 
“seemed to be very nice, interesting, and devoted to his work/passion.  Some teachers just 
teach to get paid but this speaker was more passionate.” 
However, a few students found Mr. Reynolds to be impersonal: “He made nothing 
interesting or personal to the students; I’m not even sure if he asked if we had questions.”  
Others shared that “he was very to-the-point, rather than making his personality show too 
much.  I like to know my teachers are human too, not just high up academics with no 
personality.”  Grace* found the lecturer to be a bit off-putting overall and said, “It was 
more kind of—I hesitate to say showing off because I don't feel like he was showing 
off—” and in response to a different question later in the interview, described him as 
arrogant.   
One particular aspect of Mr. Reynolds’s character that students tended to focus on 
was that he seemed to be passionate or enthusiastic.  One student suggested that “you 
could hear his passion with every word, and as a result of his passion, he made his lecture 
really easy to break down and understand.”  “The lecturer was very enthusiastic about his 
topic and he seemed very interested in what he had to say.... which made him also seem 
like he really enjoys what he does and made us want to listen,” Marie said.   
Related to the final dimension of teacher credibility, caring, students commented 
that Mr. Reynolds was “caring,” “devoted,” “good-hearted,” “kind,” “nice,” “non-
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judgmental,” “respectful,” or “understanding.”  He seemed to be a “caring, energetic, 
[and] inspiring” teacher.  
Students also focused on Mr. Reynolds’s care for his teaching discipline and 
noted that he seemed “to genuinely care about what he’s teaching,” or that he seemed to 
be very “passionate about what he is teaching and genuinely cares.” Another student 
shared that he “cared a great deal about what he was speaking about.  He genuinely cared 
about sharing knowledge.”  Mr. Reynolds was described as the kind of teacher who 
“loves what he is teaching and wants his students to learn and appreciate the material as 
well.”   
Many student comments were focused on Mr. Reynolds’s immediacy behaviors 
when delivering the lecture.  Students’ positive reactions including finding him to be 
“articulate,” or that “he had good public speaking skills.”  Students described him as 
“easy to understand,” “easy to relate to,” “engaging,” or a “good speaker.”  Some 
students appreciated that he used humor to relate to his audience: “He made a few jokes 
and made the lecture interesting.”  Other less common responses were not as positive, 
and included that Mr. Reynolds was “dry,” “dull,” “long-winded,” “loud,” “monotone,” 
“nervous,” “rigid,” “rushed,” “scripted,” “stiff,” or “tense.”   
Mr. Reynolds relied on the use of notes when delivering his lecture, and some 
students shared that the use of a script got in the way of Mr. Reynolds’s ability to reach 
the students.  Comments in this regard included that he was “nervous and followed his 
notes while presenting,” or that the lecture “was really scripted,” or that it was “not very 
interactive,” and that “he never really walked away from his notes or really looked out 
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into the audience.”  Emily also found fault with both the lecture material and the delivery 
and said, “It seemed kind of more like he was on Wikipedia and he found all the stuff and 
he was just reading to us,” and later said, “It didn’t really catch my attention at all.”  
Grace* said that “It wasn't presented in a way that made it exciting.”  Emily said that “He 
was kind of boring.  I guess I feel like he could have been more, like, engaging with us.  
Like he could have asked us more questions.  But he just talked about himself.”  Jim said, 
“He was energetic, but, to me, being the person that I am, being super energetic, I 
expected more, and like, be engaging—but it was normal teacher engaging with 
students.”  Grace* remarked that “he was relaying the information as he understood it 
rather than relaying in a way that would come down to the level that the students would 
get it and it would make sense to them.”  Later, Grace* said, “I think if he had given 
himself a little bit more room to ramble than just sticking to the script, it would have been 
more interesting.”  
In terms of his use of technology, students stated that Mr. Reynolds’s presentation 
slideshow “was well put together and easy to follow.”  “He gave good information using 
a PowerPoint” that was “easy to understand.”  He also used the presentation software 
effectively “so it’s not like he’s just repeating what’s on the PowerPoint,” “he added to 
what was already there.”  However, Marie shared with me that the presentation included 
too many words, which was a distraction, but that she ultimately enjoyed the lecture.  
At the end of the lecture, Mr. Reynolds sang the aria Caro mio ben, and several 
students focused their comments on his musicianship.  Many students used the word 
“talented” to describe him.  Other comments included that he was a “good performer,” 
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with a “beautiful voice,” and was “amazing,” “breath-taking,” and “skilled,” and Isolde 
said that “he had a good voice.”  One student wrote that Mr. Reynolds’s “knowledge of 
the human voice is high quality,” and another that he seemed “to be a master of [his] 
craft.”  Reginald remarked that “he was quite a good singer; I didn't expect to hear opera.  
That was pretty exciting actually.”  Emily said, “I liked when he sung: I thought that was 
cool.  I was like, ‘He sounds pretty.’”  Robert* said, “I thought the [singing] 
demonstration was, like, top-notch; so that was like pretty cool to see it all in action.”  
One student suggested that Mr. Reynolds “would really push students to perfect their 
craft as he has, if not to be better.”  Some students appreciated that “he also allowed us to 
hear what he was teaching through singing,” because “that show[ed] how much he 
enjoys/knows about [the subject],” and Maire said that she “liked that he sung; that he 
applied context to what he was teaching.”  One student remarked that Mr. Reynolds “was 
not hesitant to perform for us, especially without a warm-up.  Very impressive!!! J;” 
however, another student said that Mr. Reynolds seemed to “enjoy singing more than he 
does teaching and he should do what he enjoys.” 
Some students shared that they had prior knowledge of the lecture topic, and 
students’ previous familiarity with the lecture content seemed to affect their reaction to 
the lecture.  Jim stated that he learned a lot of new information from the lecture: “The 
lecture taught me a whole lot of things that I didn't know about…vocal power and all the 
different resonating chambers and all that,” and later added, “it's cool to know a different 
side of music than you're used to.”  Marie said that only some of the information was new 
to her: “I think it was informative.  I learned a few things.  I have taken, like, a class like 
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that before; so just reiterating what I knew.  But for some people who’d hadn't seen it, I 
think it was very informative.”  Reginald said that he knew the information from his 
previous experiences singing in choirs: “I knew a lot of the stuff that he was going over 
from the class and I knew—I have also taken several years of chorus in high school, so I 
learned about the diaphragm and whatever several times over.”  Grace* had a negative 
view of the lecture: “Halfway through it, I was thinking to myself, ‘why are we listening 
to this?....Like I literally was thinking to myself, ‘well that's 20 minutes that I'm never 
going to get back.’”  Grace* later softened her assessment a bit by commenting on the 
lecturer’s competence: “Again, he clearly knew what he was talking about and I think he 
is a very, very smart man, but maybe not the best lecturer I’ve ever heard.”  Grace* 
remarked that other students “were bored out of their minds,” and that she thought that 
“they struggled to stay awake.” 
Differences between conditions.  Some students reported different experiences 
with the instructor depending on the lecture condition they experienced.  Some adjectives 
relating to the instructor’s competence, such as “brilliant,” “competent,” “effective,” 
“informed,” and “organized” were only written about the straight lecturer and the 
adjectives “well-trained” and “well-versed” were only supplied by students in the gay 
condition.  Students wrote the adjective “smart” 11 times for the straight instructor (15% 
of participants in the condition), and only once for the gay lecturer (2% of participants in 
the condition).  Similarly, two other adjectives appeared with greater frequency in the 
straight condition than the gay one: “intelligent” and “trained.”  Regarding his 
musicianship, words like “artsy,” “beautiful voice,” “classical,” “musically inclined,” and 
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“singer,” were written only about the straight lecturer.  Students only described the 
straight lecturer as “nervous,” and some negative adjectives like “average,” “boring,” and 
“vanilla,” were responses supplied only about the gay lecturer.  Two students remarked 
on the lecturer’s attire, but only in the gay condition, even though the lecturer was the 
same man in both conditions who wore identical clothing in all sessions. 
Additional Interview Data 
Below I highlight interview data on topics other than the central theme of teacher 
credibility described in the above depiction.  In the interviews, the participants and I were 
able to go in depth on areas relating to the student experience on campus and their 
thoughts about how students might respond to a gay instructor.  These latter data were 
prompted by my having revealed during each interview that I was researching how 
college students respond to gay and straight music instructors.  I present these additional 
important data from the interviews organized into the following themes: participants’ 
reactions to the instructor having mentioned a spouse, their expectations of how an 
instructor revealing a gay identity in class might impact students’ ratings of that 
instructor, the idea that revealing a gay identity could be seen as pushing an agenda, 
personal experiences some participants shared with me about former LGBTQ+ teachers 
or their own experiences as a member of that community, stereotypes that music is a gay 
subject, participants’ beliefs about tolerance on university versus community college 
campuses, and students’ experiences on a community college campus especially with 
regard to sexuality and diversity.  
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Reactions to Mr. Reynolds’s spouse.  Participants largely expressed positive and 
enthusiastic reactions to Mr. Reynolds having mentioned his husband Jerry but felt that 
hearing Mr. Reynolds mention his wife Jennifer was more of an everyday or 
unnoteworthy occurrence.  For example, in the gay condition, some participants 
described Mr. Reynolds mentioning his husband as “cool” or “sweet.”  Some participants 
seemed eager to be supportive, including Reginald, who said, “I enjoyed that he kind of 
just subtly dropped that he had a husband—that was cool!... It wasn't a big thing,” and 
Emily, who said, “Oh, yeah. I like that: When he mentioned about his husband, I was 
like, ‘Oh that's sweet!’ I could have guessed that.  So, that was, like, cool! I was like, ‘We 
love that.’”   
Participants in the straight condition were less enthusiastic about the lecturer 
having mentioned his wife and described this as a normal experience, like Marceline* 
who said, “it was just kind of natural for them to hear, like, why we're just talking about 
his family or whatever.”  Other participants seemed to be indifferent that a male 
instructor mentioned his wife in class: “The only reason [his wife] was relevant was 
because he was comparing his singing style to his wife’s singing style…It wasn't like 
‘Oh! He's married!’  You know, like, I don't think it—anyone cared, to be honest with 
you,” Grace* shared with me.   
One participant expressed surprise that Mr. Reynolds mentioned his husband in 
class, seemed unsure about how to feel about it, and said that it wasn’t her business: 
“None of my other professors have mentioned whether they're in a same-sex marriage, or, 
you know, a cisgender marriage… I was just like, ‘okay, that's interesting,’ but not really 
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my business,” Isolde said.  She also said that she could “remember a few instances of, in 
passing, you know, a professor mentioning a spouse…I think I'm more surprised that he 
was more forthcoming about it.”  The notion that a gay relationship is not her business 
might imply that Isolde felt it should not be anyone’s business in a class setting.   
Expected student reactions to a gay instructor.  When I asked the participants 
if they thought that an instructor mentioning his husband would have an impact on 
students’ ratings, most of the participants thought it would have no effect.  Some 
participants focused their comments on course content and shared with me that his 
sexuality was irrelevant because it would have no bearing on this content: “I don't think 
that [mentioning his husband] affected the information that we took from him—and it 
didn't affect him as a person,” Marie said.  Grace* shared a similar perspective that 
content would not be impacted:  
Honestly, if it was the same lecture that I heard the other day—he mentioned that 
he had a husband instead of a wife—I think it might perk their ears up a little bit 
more.  Umm, but honestly, for the most part, it wouldn't change the perspective of 
the lecture at least in my opinion.  Now, [if] he walked in wearing, you know, a 
super flamboyant drag outfit and talked about his husband: That would be, you 
know, much more exciting! [laughs]. 
Another participant shared with me that students would likely be apathetic about 
the presence of a gay instructor and suggested that liberal political attitudes would 
explain this indifference: “I don't think anyone cared too much, and if any did, I don't 
think they cared enough to say anything,” Emily said.  She prefaced this comment with 
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her analysis of the politics of students in a college setting: “I mean—I  feel like: It’s 
2018, and if you're in college, you’re probably a liberal, so I don't think it matters very 
much.”   
One participant even seemed to be a little confused that students might reject a 
gay instructor: “I don't think it has an effect on, like, you know, ‘Well I’m just not gonna 
listen;’ that doesn’t really…make sense to me;” Robert* said, and suggested that 
instructors’ minority status(es) should have no bearing on their perceived competence: 
“Regardless of…race, sexual orientation, gender—whatever—like, the person is 
obviously still a professor who has, like, earned their way, you know? So obviously they 
know what they’re talking about.”   
Unlike the perspectives described above, one participant, Isolde, said that 
prejudicial attitudes and societal views would mean that students would provide lower 
ratings for a gay instructor:   
Well, in this country, there is still some prejudice against, you know, gay people, 
you know.  Umm—so I think it's probably going to stick in someone's mind.  You 
know, I mean, there's no way around it.  Some people are just gonna be 
prejudiced against it and think less of the professor for it. 
One of the interview participants, who self-identifies as a member of the LGTBQ+ 
community, similarly suggested that students would be unlikely to accept a gay instructor 
because of their own personal beliefs or because of a taboo view of homosexuality he 
believed persists in American society: 
There's definitely going to be some people that are obviously not very happy with 
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the whole situation.  So, they're going to rate the professors that are in the 
LGBTQ lower, because it's against their religion, or they just don't like it, because 
some people think it's nasty.  And then you're going to have the people 
that…really don't care and they're just noticing that you're living you to the fullest 
and so good for you.   
 The views described above suggest a range of possible reactions to the presence 
of an openly gay instructor in a college class including support and acceptance, tolerance, 
apathy or indifference, or concerns that a gay instructor would be rejected because of 
prejudicial attitudes or religious views.  It is interesting that the only interview participant 
who identified to me as being a member of the LGBTQ+ community had one of the least 
optimistic views based on his personal experiences as a member of the community.  
Revealing a gay identity as pushing an agenda.  Despite the expected 
acceptance, indifference, or feelings of irrelevance of a gay identity to course content 
described above, one participant shared with me that a gay instructor revealing his sexual 
orientation in class could be seen as pushing an agenda.  According to Grace*,  
Students are there to learn, okay?  They want a teacher that's exciting—somebody 
that's going to engage with them.  Umm, when you start pushing your perspective 
and your beliefs and your… religion, racism, sexual orientation upon them: That's 
when they're going to start to shut down.  I find that unless it's something that's 
like flagrantly in their face, can’t avoid it, makes them super uncomfortable—for 
any subject—that's when you're going to get a negative response.  Umm, I don't 
think it matters until a teacher makes it matter, if that makes sense. 
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 Here, Grace* conflates a male instructor mentioning his husband in class with 
ethically questionable activities like an instructor presenting racist notions or pushing 
religious beliefs in a classroom setting.  This is perhaps indicative of some degree of 
discomfort with the presence of openly gay faculty members on campus.  In particular, 
her last statement, “I don't think it matters until a teacher makes it matter,” might indicate 
that, while it is acceptable for a straight male instructor to mention his wife, a gay male 
instructor mentioning his husband is no one’s business and shouldn’t be discussed in an 
educational setting because it doesn’t matter or might make students “super 
uncomfortable.”  
Anecdotes about the LGBTQ+ community and education.  Some of the 
participants shared personal experiences with me that led them to believe students would 
be uncomfortable with, or might even reject, a gay instructor.  One participant shared 
with me that during the guest lecture, she observed that some of her peers had a physical 
reaction when Mr. Reynolds mentioned his husband.  According to Marie: 
You know, it's really hard for me to think that way, but just because of the way 
some people are about that—I really don't—I have no idea how it would—but I 
know it would because I can see it all over [the other students’] faces….Because 
the first time he said it, I didn't, you know, it didn't really affect me, I was just 
‘okay,’ but then he said it again.  I noticed he said it again, and I saw a few faces 
turn.  I'm not sure why they chose that, but that's how some people feel, and I 
could see it on their faces.  It wasn't like a mean turn.  I guess was just like, ‘Oh, 
okay.’   
 	
116 
	
I, too, noticed that three students physically reacted the first time Mr. Reynolds 
mentioned his husband during one of the lectures while I was waiting in the hallway 
outside the classroom.  Unlike Marie, I could not see the students’ faces because I was 
behind them.  Prior to the interview with Marie, I assumed that the physical reaction I 
observed indicated that students were surprised at the presence of a gay lecturer, or they 
were surprised that he was so open about his relationship with his husband.  Marie’s 
interpretation of this same reaction was closer to disgust than surprise, perhaps because 
she was able to read facial expressions I could not see.  It should be noted that the 
possibility exists that Marie was herself turning to look at others in surprise or disgust 
and may have been how she was able to observe the other students’ behavior.  
Another participant told me about a gay teacher in her high school some students 
disliked because he was married to a man.  By sharing the following with me, Marceline* 
was suggesting that college students might reject a gay teacher the way her peers rejected 
one of her favorite former teachers from high school who was gay:  
I had a chemistry teacher that had a husband, which I always knew him since I 
was little, because my mom worked there, too.  So, I was always used to him and, 
and he was, like, one of my favorite teachers.  But I noticed that some of the kids 
would make comments every now and then about him—just about what he would 
mention, and stuff.  But, I mean, honestly, it's kind of, in my opinion, like, ‘no,’—
it’s 2019!  No one really cares anymore, but there's still a few that don't really like 
it.   
Marceline* elaborated and said that students in her high school “would just, like, say 
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‘fag’ underneath their breath, but it was nothing—like they wouldn’t actually go up and, 
like, say it to him.  It was just kind of like just, yeah, under their breath.”    
Stereotypes about music.  One participant shared with me that students’ 
reactions to a gay instructor might relate to stereotypes about the teaching discipline, 
especially in a music course.  Grace* characterized music as being a discipline often 
populated with gay men: 
In the music world, it’s a little bit more acceptable…. In the science world it's a 
little bit more, you know you don't hear a lot of gay scientists…but you hear 
about a lot of gay musicians and actors.  So, I think in the… more conventional 
world, it's not as acceptable.  You know, again, not to me.  I don't care.  But, 
umm, you know you don't hear a lot of gay scientists.  When have you ever heard 
of a gay scientist?  I don't think I've heard of a single one of them.   
When I asked Grace to elaborate, she again focused on the prevalence of gay men in 
music and indicated her acceptance of members of the gay community:  
50% of the musical world is gay. They just are!  I've always grown up with that, 
though.  Like it's never been super shocking to me to find out that somebody is 
gay or straight.  Like I really could care less.  So long as they're not performing 
sexual acts while I’m trying to learn [laughs] I really—I really don't care! 
Here, Grace expressed an apparently heterosexist attitude (Bergonzi, 2014) by conflating 
an instructor engaging in sexual acts in front of a class with an instructor being openly 
gay, which may be indicative of her own discomfort with the presence of a gay instructor 
despite stating that it would not matter to her. 
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Tolerance on university or community college campuses.  During each 
interview, I asked participants to share their views about the differences between 
community college and university student populations.  When I asked participants which 
population of students they thought would be more likely to accept a gay instructor, 
participants’ reactions were split.  Students focused on differences in ages, 
socioeconomic status (SES), and attitudes between student populations at the two types 
of institutions in defending their views.  
Age.  Several participants said that they thought the average age of the student 
populations at each type of institution would affect the results, and expected university 
students would be more tolerant of a gay instructor than community college students.  
Two participants stated that they thought that older students on community college 
campuses would be unlikely to accept gay instructors.  A third participant stated that 
university students would be likelier than community college students to accept a gay 
instructor because of the younger average age of university students.  For example, 
Grace* said, “You might get a more kickback response on a community college because 
there are older generations here; that that subject is taboo, and they don't want to hear it.  
They don't want it in their classroom.”  Grace* also said she expected that university 
students would be more likely to accept a gay instructor because “at the 
universities…these—this [younger] generation is being raised to be more tolerant.”  
Marie offered a similar response related to the older students she had interacted with on 
the community college campus:  
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Because of the age difference sometimes that we have in community colleges… 
because typically older people are not as acceptive [accepting] of these things—
have different new things that they weren't used to.  That's really the only reason 
why because I feel like people our age are more, you know, ‘you are who you 
are,’ type of thing.   
One participant initially stated that student ratings would be roughly equivalent at 
community colleges and universities, but quickly abandoned this notion and focused on 
the younger average age of students at most universities; according to Marceline*: 
For some reason, I think…universities…would have been more receptive 
of…homosexual teachers, ‘cause…I just notice college students are more…pro-
…helping, like, feminist, and…helping homosexuals and race and stuff.  But, I 
mean, community college is kind of like a mix of… all ages.  So, I usually 
see…older people…I'm not saying it's all older people, but… they're not really 
used to…homosexual teachers and stuff like that because not that many people 
were acceptive [accepting] of it.  So, I would have figured that… non-community 
college universities would have been more acceptive [accepting] than community 
colleges…..I'm not saying all younger people accept it, but since we kind of 
grown up with…everyone accepting…homosexuals, and race, and stuff, and we 
don't really see it as wrong.  I would see…universities being more acceptive 
because usually, it's…the younger crowd versus community college where it's like 
a mix of everyone.  
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 Income.  Two participants suggested that students’ income or socioeconomic 
status (SES) could be a contributing factor to how likely they would be to accept a gay 
instructor.  Surprisingly, both of these participants suggested that the lower average SES 
of community college students would lead them to be more accepting.  As Reginald 
stated: “community colleges are more accessible to people of lower income and people of 
lower income tend to be more accepting towards marginalized people.”  Jim also thought 
SES could be a factor, and identified other similar features of a community college that 
might be important: “I think a community college definitely has a different setting and 
may impact results due to the fact that we’re more accessible to low-income families, 
umm, were easier to get into, and it’s a healthy environment.”   
Indifference.  When I asked Jim to elaborate on this notion of the community 
college being a healthy environment, he described the diversity found on community 
college campuses and shared with me that a general sense of tolerance exists on campus 
because of students’ focus on the end goal of learning, or of getting credits and moving 
on:   
Like there's a whole bunch of different people from different walks of life and 
we're just all coming together and just sitting here going to school getting our 
credits and enjoying it.  There’s not much ‘Oh, they’re this; they’re that,’ or ‘He’s 
this; she’s that….’ I think that [it] will be about equal because no one’s really 
paying attention here on what’s going on in the professor’s life.  They’re just here 
to get their credits. 
Two participants offered similar viewpoints to Jim’s that a general sense of indifference 
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or apathy exists among the community college student population because students are 
focused on their coursework.  Emily suggested that interacting with members of the 
LGBTQ+ community has become a normal part of everyday life for younger students:  
I mean, from what I’ve seen—from, like, the people here, I think none of us really 
care about anything—at all—like, a lot of us are just kind of rolling through it, so 
I don’t think that it's that big of a deal, like, I—I mean, I wouldn't personally; I 
know my friends wouldn't care—so—I'm going to go with like a solid: They don't 
care.  We’re just—It’s just normal now. 
Robert* said that community college students are “a lot more laid back,” and said that 
this laid-back attitude would mean that students would share his view that sexual 
orientation wasn’t an issue:  
I really don’t care about what my professor does in their personal life unless, like, 
it harms my education in the classroom.  So, like—like I said, if a teacher, like, 
stumbled in, like, or was, like, late every time, that would be a big problem.  Gay 
or straight—? 
Diversity.  Two participants shared with me that the diversity found on 
community college campuses would mean that community college students would be 
likelier than university students to accept a gay instructor.  Students focused their 
reasoning on cultural diversity and the presence of open and visible members of the 
LGBTQ+ community on campus.  Reginald said that the cultural diversity he had 
experienced on a community college campus and religious diversity, as represented by 
religious attire, would lead students to be accepting of various kinds of diversity, to 
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include gender expression:  
In my high school…we didn't have any people of like Middle-Eastern origin but 
there’s a lot of people of Middle-Eastern origin here and…nobody seems to be 
like ‘oh that's very different’….It kind of seems normal, though, but I think it’s 
very interesting…It’s like mundane.  And then there’s people who dress in clothes 
maybe that wouldn’t—like masculine people who dress in feminine clothes, 
feminine people who dress in masculine clothes that also I’ve noticed don’t really 
get pointed out as extraordinary or anything. 
Isolde suggested that there was a large LGBTQ+ community on the community college 
campus.  She said that by having frequent exposure to or interactions with members of 
the LGBTQ+ community, community college students might come to be more tolerant 
and accepting than their university counterparts:  
I think we’re going to be more accepting here.  I’ve encountered a lot more gay 
people on this—oh, this is sounding bad—It’s just—you know, several of my 
friends, just out of the blue, they mentioned that they’re gay.  I’m like, ‘oh, okay,’ 
you know.  I just—it's happening more frequently on—here on campus, rather 
than it is out in general.  
Isolde suggested a larger proportion of the student body identified as a member of the 
LGBTQ+ community than would be found in the general population off-campus and 
suggested that this exposure could create an environment of acceptance.  
Politics.  One participant said that that college students in general, whether in 
universities or community colleges, are likelier to have political views to the left of the 
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general population.  By this, I believe that Isolde meant that students in either of these 
two educational contexts would be accepting of a gay instructor and would provide 
similar ratings: “I also think that since we’re in college, we tend to be more liberal—in 
college—and accepting as well.”   
Credibility.  Returning to teacher credibility, a few participants offered 
observations about an instructor’s credibility when I told them that this was the topic of 
the study.  One participant told me that an instructor’s credibility was more important to 
him than that instructor’s sexual orientation.  Robert* framed this comment through a 
thought experiment of what it would be like if famous musicians that he believed to be 
gay came to teach at the college:  
Let’s say he was teaching about, like, the voice as an instrument, and then you 
brought in like—like—Elton John or, like, Little Richard, or something, to teach, 
and, like, you saying, like, ‘Nah, go with a straight one,’ that just doesn’t really 
make sense to me.  So, I think, either way, like, no matter what your background 
is, I think you can have the same amount of success and kind of input to the field. 
Two participants brought up other important themes related to previous credibility 
studies that I described to them, including the geographic region in which the studies 
were conducted and how long ago the studies were completed.  Grace* said that students 
from different regions of the U.S. might be more or less tolerant than people from other 
regions: “So, and at the universities, for the most part, depending on where it’s located in 
the country, these—this [younger] generation is being raised to be more tolerant.”  Isolde 
raised the important point that the age of the extant research may call into question 
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whether the results remain valid:  
It depends on how far back those first two studies were— ‘cause things are 
changing in this country.  Umm—and if they weren't back far enough…I'm not 
surprised they rated him lower.  Yeah—umm—I think they would probably rate 
them about the same. 
Quantitizing 
In general, the participants in the study did not supply comments about the 
lecturer that were remarkably different in quality in either condition.  Yet, when I looked 
across the corpus of data for the four open-ended prompts and examined the dominance 
of responses for each code or within each condition, a few important themes emerged.  
By way of reminder, the open-ended prompts on the lecture evaluation were: 
1. What three adjectives would you use to describe this speaker? 
2. Would you hire this speaker to be a teacher at this institution? Why or why not? 
3. Think about great teachers you have had in the past. How is this speaker 
similar? 
4. Think about great teachers you have had in the past. How is this speaker 
different? 
In response to the second prompt, a majority of the participants in both conditions 
indicated that they would recommend hiring the guest lecturer (83.7% in the straight 
condition, 90.6% in the gay condition), and competence was the most dominant code for 
all but the final prompt.  For all four prompts, participants supplied comments relating to 
competence in greater proportions when the instructor mentioned a wife than when he 
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mentioned a husband.  The responses I coded as competence for the four prompts were 
almost exclusively positive, and there no were obvious qualitative differences between 
the types of comments provided in each condition save one somewhat negative response 
about the gay lecturer in response to the first prompt (“No, because I do not know all of 
his credentials, and it would be irresponsible to just hire a professional to teach a class in 
their field without knowing if they are a good teacher”) and the last prompt (“Well, he 
isn’t a teacher”).  With regard to immediacy, all but one of the negative responses to the 
second prompt were supplied by participants in the straight lecturer condition.  
Related to competence, comments I coded as musicianship and teaching ability 
were second or third most dominant for all of the prompts.  Participants in both 
conditions supplied positive comments about the teaching ability of the lecturer in fairly 
equal proportions and with little difference in terms of quality; however, for the last 
prompt, comments about the straight lecturer’s teaching ability were overwhelmingly 
negative.  Roughly twice as many participants, proportionally, wrote positive comments 
about the lecturer’s use of technology in the straight condition on the third and fourth 
prompts, and the only negative comment about the instructor’s use of technology was 
written by a participant in the gay condition in answer to the third question (“Style. Some 
teachers teach with tangible objects, while he was only using PowerPoint.”) 
Responses relating to musicianship were roughly equivalent in the two conditions, 
except in response to the final question: More musicianship comments were supplied in 
the straight condition for the final prompt. 
 Comments I coded as relating to character were second or third most dominant for 
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all but the final prompt for which this code was fourth most dominant.  In response to the 
second and third prompts, a larger proportion of respondents in the gay condition 
provided positive comments about the lecturer’s character than students in the straight 
condition.  Although responses to the first question were balanced, comments for the 
final prompt were mostly negative, and all but one of these nine comments were about 
the straight lecturer.  
 The data for the code “caring” were few in number across all four prompts and 
were nearly balanced across both conditions.  The only exception was for the second 
prompt: 9% more participants in the gay condition than the straight one provided positive 
comments about the lecturer’s care.  In terms of quality, the only subtle difference was 
that in three comments from across all the data, participants expressed that the gay 
lecturer was caring in general, compared with the comments about the straight lecturer, 
which were focused on the lecturer’s care about the topic, discipline, or the act of 
teaching.  One participant in the straight condition provided a negative comment in 
response to the final prompt indicating that great teachers in the past “cared more for us.” 
The only other common code was for comments relating to immediacy, which were 
roughly equivalent in both conditions across all four prompts.   
 The outliers in the data were for codes that did not appear in response to every 
prompt.  In response to the second and third questions, a few participants wrote about the 
“passionate” nature of the lecturer: In the response to the second prompt, 14% of 
participants in the straight condition and 7% of participants in the gay condition made 
such a comment.  For the third question, the proportions were 13% and 7%, respectively.   
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The codes that stand out for being unique are “attire,” “not different / unsure,” 
“time,” and “nervous.”  Although these are all very small codes in terms of the number of 
responses, the data connected to them seem telling.  The lecturer’s attire was only 
mentioned by two participants, and only in the gay condition.  Ten participants indicated 
that the lecturer was “not different” from other teachers or that they were unsure about 
any differences.  Of these 10 comments, six were written about the gay lecturer (21% of 
participants in the condition) and four were about the straight one (8% of participants in 
the condition).  This means that nearly 3 times as many students in the gay condition, as 
percentages of participants in each condition, commented that the lecturer was not 
different than other instructors.  The code “time” included eight comments; five for the 
gay lecturer (18% of participants in the gay condition) and three for the straight one (6% 
of participants in the straight condition).  Three times as many participants in the gay 
condition than the straight one were willing to blame the short duration of a guest lecture 
for their inability to fully evaluate the lecturer.  With regard to the code “nervous,” five 
participants provided comments, but interestingly, only about the straight lecturer (10% 
of the condition).  
The lecturer’s competence or his ability as a musician was brought up by every 
interview participant but Emily; competence seemed to be an important consideration for 
the other seven participants.  The lecturer’s spouse was salient for five of the eight 
participants, three in the gay condition and two in the straight condition, and one 
participant in each condition remembered the names used, either Jerry or Jennifer.  All 
eight of the participants indicated that they hoped that other students would not react 
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negatively to a gay instructor, despite not having known that sexuality was the focus of 
the research before volunteering to participate in the interview.  
Statistical significance.  In order to determine whether there were statistically 
significant differences in the proportion of responses in each condition, I conducted a chi-
square test for each of the three credibility domains for each of the four prompts.  With 
regard to competence, only the third prompt (“Think about great teachers you have had in 
the past. How is this speaker similar?”) showed statistical significance between groups: 
[c2(1) = 6.4, p < 0.05], with 38% of participants in the gay condition and 63% of 
participants in the straight condition providing favorable competence responses.  This 
lends partial support to the notion that straight instructors are viewed as being more 
competent than gay instructors because one of the four questions demonstrated a 
significant difference.  
With regard to character, there were two prompts with statistically significant 
differences between conditions on the chi-square tests.  For the third prompt, [c2(1) = 
11.9, p < 0.001], 41% of participants in the gay condition and 13% of participants in the 
straight condition provided favorable character responses.  For the fourth prompt, [c2(1) = 
6.9, p < 0.01], there were 1.3% positive responses in the gay condition and 17% negative 
responses in the straight condition.  This lends partial support to the notion that 
participants attended more to positive character traits for the gay lecturer and negative 
character traits for the straight lecturer because half of the prompts elicited responses that 
were significantly different. 
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None of the chi-square tests showed significant differences for the caring 
dimension. 
Lecture Inconsistencies 
During each lecture, I stood outside the door to the classroom in which the 
lectures were taking place in order to be able to make note of any inconsistencies.  For 
the most part, Mr. Reynolds conformed to the language of the script; however, he 
occasionally made some subtle and seemingly inadvertent alterations (perhaps while 
looking away from the script in an attempt to make eye contact with students or 
otherwise focus on immediacy cues).  In three of the lectures, Mr. Reynolds apologized 
for his reliance on the script.  On a few occasions, Mr. Reynolds added descriptive words 
that were not in the script, such as describing vocal timbres in terms of colors or food 
(“dark chocolate”) or providing a vocal example of the falsetto register.  For one lecture, 
Mr. Reynolds wore slightly different attire and wore a green shirt rather than a white one; 
however, all other aspects of his attire were the same on this day as for the other seven 
lectures.  Mr. Reynolds made the most changes on the occasion of the eighth and final 
lecture, perhaps because he had a cold and was not feeling well, or because the date of 
this lecture was almost two months after the previous one.  During this lecture, Mr. 
Reynolds twice apologized to the class for being congested and went off-script a few 
times by providing some extemporaneous insights on the topic.   
The results of a series of ANOVA analyses did not show the presence of any 
statistically significant different ratings among the eight classes on any of the dimensions 
of credibility.  This suggests that the subtle changes Mr. Reynolds made over the course 
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of the lectures did not affect his credibility ratings. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 
MIXING METHODS 
 
In this chapter, I begin by briefly summarizing the findings from each method and 
then mix these data to aid in confirming findings, to expose complexities that may have 
been masked in one method or the other, and to promote abductive reasoning.  
Extensive Findings  
The extensive data showed that participants’ ratings did not differ significantly for 
the gay or straight lecturer on any of the dimensions of competence, character, or caring.  
The data also indicated that students did not report learning any more or less in either 
condition despite significant correlations between the participants’ credibility ratings and 
their perceptions of learning.  Thus, the overall extensive findings were that students did 
not rate the credibility of the lecturer differently in either condition based on their 
assessments of his credibility or their perceptions of how much they learned.  The 
lecturer’s expressed sexual orientation seems to have had no bearing on measures of 
credibility of learning. 
 The findings related to the participants’ demographic backgrounds indicated the 
presence of some significant differences in credibility ratings supplied by people from 
different groups.  Younger students provided significantly higher credibility scores for 
the straight instructor than older students on the competence and character dimensions.  
With regard to race, African American participants rated the gay instructor significantly 
lower than their peers on the competence and caring dimensions.   
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There were several main effects and interaction effects in the straight condition 
related to the number of gay acquaintances, friends, and family members participants 
reported knowing.  These appear to be noisy data that do not show any meaningful 
relationships in an assessment of a straight instructor.  It is possible that students in the 
straight condition may have suspected the lecturer was gay even though he thrice 
mentioned having a wife and her name.  This, however, does not seem likely because 
participants with many gay friends did not consistently provide higher scores in every 
category or dimension.  It is likelier that these significant relationships appeared because 
of the small sample size.6   
Intensive Findings 
 The responses to four open-ended prompts, as a corpus of data, did not reveal 
major qualitative differences between the two conditions.  When I quantitized the 
intensive data, the presence of some themes and associations emerged that were more 
dominant in one condition or the other.  The majority of participants in both conditions 
indicated that they would recommend that the college hire the lecturer (83.7% in the 
straight condition, 90.6% in the gay condition).  The most dominant code for three of the 
four open-ended prompts was competence and the related codes of teaching ability, 
technology, and musicianship.  Comments in these areas were predominantly positive in 
both conditions.  Participants commented more frequently (as proportions of the sample 
in each condition) on the competence of the straight lecturer than the gay one.  Character 
	
6For example, there were only two participants in the study who identified as 
Asian/Pacific Islander, and they both experienced the gay lecturer.  
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was the next most dominant code for all four prompts.  As proportions of the sample in 
each condition, the gay lecturer received more positive comments about his character 
than the straight lecturer.  Caring, the third dimension of teacher credibility, was among 
the least dominant codes in each condition in response to all four prompts.  Much like 
responses I coded as character, participants attended to caring personality traits more 
when the instructor identified as gay: As percentages of the total number of participants 
who responded in each condition, twice as many in the gay condition mentioned positive 
caring attributes of the gay lecturer than the straight one.   
Ten participants indicated that the lecturer was not different from other teachers or 
that they were unsure.  Of these 10 comments, six were written about the gay lecturer 
(21% of participants in the condition) and four for the straight one (8% of participants in 
the condition).  This means that nearly 3 times as many students in the gay condition, 
proportionally, commented that the lecturer was not different than other instructors.  The 
code time included eight comments; five for the gay lecturer (18% of participants in the 
gay condition) and three for the straight one (6% of participants in the straight condition), 
so that 3 times as many participants in the gay condition than the straight condition, 
proportionally, were willing to blame the short duration of a guest lecture for their 
inability to fully evaluate the lecturer.   
Interviews.  Similar to the open-ended responses on the lecture evaluation, 
competence was an important theme for the interview participants.  The first four 
interview questions were focused on determining which features of the lecture or traits of 
the lecturer were salient for students a week or so after the lecture.  Competence, 
 	
134 
	
including technology and musicianship, was an important theme for interview 
participants in response to these questions.  Half of the interview participants volunteered 
that aspects of the lecturer’s character were salient for them.  Interestingly, interview 
participants provided only positive character assessments of the gay instructor but only 
negative comments about character for the straight instructor.  Most of these negative 
comments were related to low immediacy on the part of the lecturer because of his use of 
a script.  Immediacy and the use of a script did not seem to be as salient for the interview 
participants in the gay condition as it was for participants in the straight condition. 
When I shared the true nature of the study with the interview participants, all of 
them hoped I would find that students would not rate a gay and straight instructor 
differently based on sexual orientation alone.  Yet, only two of the eight interview 
participants believed that their peers would rate the gay and straight instructors equally.  
Four participants shared concerns that judging an instructor on any noteworthy trait 
(homosexuality, religious garb, disability, etc.) would likely lead to lower credibility 
ratings for that instructor.   
In contrast, a few interview participants shared experiences that led them to 
believe that students would rate the gay instructor lower in credibility than the straight 
one.  Marie noticed that other students in her class turned their heads when Mr. Reynolds 
mentioned his husband, which caused her to believe that those students would reject the 
gay instructor.  Isolde and Jim both shared assessments that some people are prejudiced 
toward the gay community in the U.S., and Jim specifically said that some people find it 
“nasty.”  Marceline’s story about her gay high school chemistry teacher being rejected by 
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students is a vivid reminder of the difficulty of being open about one’s sexuality in any 
public forum, even if that forum is one’s own classroom.   
Finally, I asked each interview participant whether they believed students at a 
university versus a community college would be more accepting of a gay instructor.  The 
interview participants were nearly evenly split on this question.  Grace, Marceline, and 
Marie thought university students would be more accepting because the student 
population tends to be younger, on average, than community college populations.  In 
particular, Grace noted that homosexuality can be a “taboo” subject for older Americans.   
The other five participants remarked that community college students would be 
more likely to accept a gay instructor than university students.  Reginald and Jim both 
suggested that students from a lower socioeconomic status (SES) would be more 
accepting of diversity.  Jim, Emily, and Robert indicated that community college students 
were focused on earning their credits and wouldn’t care about their instructor’s personal 
life, would be indifferent, or would be more “laid back” than university students.  Emily, 
Reginald, and Isolde also focused on the diversity found on community college 
campuses.  In particular, Reginald spoke of racial diversity in the form of students from 
Middle Eastern countries who wear garb representing their cultural and religious 
background and students who wear clothing that does not align with traditional views of 
masculinity or femininity.  Isolde noted that there is a large LGBTQ+ population on 
campus and told me that “several of [her] friends, just out of the blue, they mentioned 
that they’re gay” and that this was happening frequently.  She seemed to feel that this 
large and visible LGBTQ+ student population would make students more receptive to the 
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idea of a gay instructor.  As Emily put it, “it’s just normal now.”  
Mixing 
I mixed the extensive and intensive data in this study using what has been called a 
coherence or integrated approach (Risjord et al., 2002).  In this approach, data are 
triangulated for confirmation, completeness, and abductive inspiration.  Using one 
method and corresponding data are helpful to confirm and validate the data from the 
other method and mixing methods can result in being able to answer questions in greater 
detail than might be possible with a single method.  Questions and thought 
experimentation that arose when comparing and mixing the data from the different 
methods are described.  These data and associated questions helped me engage in the 
abductive process central to Critical Realism.   
Credibility.  The extensive methods demonstrated that participants did not rate 
the gay and straight instructors differently on any dimension of credibility.  Responses to 
the open-ended prompts on the lecturer evaluation and the first half of the lecture data 
were not qualitatively different in either condition; therefore, these data help confirm the 
extensive finding that the participants as a whole did not rate the gay and straight lecturer 
differently and help to make the study more complete.  However, questions arose with 
regard to this finding that I describe throughout this chapter.  
Mean ratings on the Source Credibility Measure (SCM) showed that competence 
may have been most salient for participants followed by character and caring.  The 
combined highest mean scores on the SCM in both conditions were for the competence 
dimension (M = 38.3, SD = 5.3), followed by character (M = 35.2, SD = 6.3), and caring 
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(M = 28.7, SD = 5.4).  Partial support for the notion that different dimensions were of 
different salience to participants based on the sexual orientation of the lecturer comes 
from the results of chi-square tests of the open-ended response data.  One of the four 
prompts showed a statistically significant difference relating to competence, with more 
competence comments for the straight lecturer.  Two of four prompts were significantly 
different with regard to the character dimension, with more character responses for the 
gay lecturer in response to one prompt and nearly all of the comments being negative for 
the straight lecturer in response to the final prompt.  Below, I outline data from the 
intensive methods that lend confirmatory support to the notion that participants may have 
attended differently to the three credibility dimensions during the lecture, and I list 
thought experiments that arose when thinking along these lines. 
Competence.  Along with the highest average mean scores for the competence 
domain on the SCM, participants tended to focus most on the instructor’s competence, 
including teaching ability, the use of technology, and musicianship, when they were able 
to respond in their own words in writing or during interviews.  It is possible that an 
instructor’s competence is the most important dimension to community college students, 
due to stereotypes positioning these institutions as second-rate (Chapter 1).  Another 
possible explanation is that participants felt more comfortable assessing competence 
rather than character or caring due to the limited time in which the lecturer was present; 
however, differences in the two conditions suggest this may not be the case.   
The straight lecturer received a larger proportion of competence-related open-
ended responses than the gay lecturer.  There were also a few subtle qualitative 
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differences in the two conditions; for instance, participants wrote the adjective “smart” 11 
times for the straight instructor (15% of the participants in the condition) and only once 
for the gay lecturer (2% of the participants in the condition).  Two other adjectives 
appeared with greater frequency in the straight condition than the gay one: intelligent and 
trained.  These differences may suggest that students attend more to competence for a 
straight instructor than a gay one due to stereotypical views that straight men are 
masculine, or authoritative, and gay men are perceived as having characteristics like 
those of straight women, or are nurturing (Blashill & Powlishta, 2009; Kite & Deaux, 
1987; Taylor, 1983). 
Musicianship.  Related to competence, participants tended to focus on the 
lecturer’s musical ability and seemed to find the live performance remarkable and 
unusual.  Yet, students in the straight condition commented on the lecturer’s 
musicianship more frequently than students in the gay condition.  With regard to this 
performance, students only wrote comments like “artsy,” “beautiful voice,” “classical,” 
“musically inclined,” and “singer,” about the straight lecturer.  When reading through the 
data and noting how surprising students in the straight condition found the live 
performance, the lack of a similar proportion of comments in the gay condition is 
conspicuous.  It may be that students expect a gay man to be a good singer due to a 
stereotype that classical music—especially singing—is an activity pursued by gay men.  
Students may have been surprised by the high-quality performance from a straight man 
because of this same stereotype. 
 	
139 
	
Technology.  Participants in the straight lecturer condition attended more to the 
instructor’s use of technology than did students in the gay condition.  All of the lectures 
included the use of the same presentation and six of the eight lectures were held in the 
same classroom with the same technology; all of the gay condition lectures were held in 
this classroom, and two of the four straight lectures were held in this classroom.  It may 
be that students equate the use of technology with competence, which would align with 
the data in the competence code that showed there were a higher number of competence 
responses for the straight instructor.  Similarly, there may be a stereotypical view that 
technology and masculinity are linked and that gay men are not connected with 
technology because they are stereotyped as feminine.  These stereotypes might explain 
the higher number of technology comments in the straight condition.   
Character.  Character was the second most frequently described dimension in the 
intensive data and means scores for character were the second-highest domain on the 
SCM.  Participants provided more positive than negative character comments in the gay 
condition than the straight one.  This may indicate that, unlike competence, students who 
were in the classes in which the lecturer identified as gay found the lecturer’s character to 
be much more salient than students in the straight condition.  Another possibility is that 
the participants were conditioned to think of gay men as being kind or empathetic due to 
stereotypes or the perception that gay men are like straight women (Blashill & Powlishta, 
2009; Kite & Deaux, 1987; Taylor, 1983), leading participants to have subconsciously 
focused more on the personality traits of the gay speaker that they felt were positive.  It is 
also possible that the guest lecturer may have subconsciously been more authentic in 
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classes in which he identified as gay because he himself is gay.  If this were the case and 
if students picked up on his greater authenticity, it could explain the higher ratings in that 
condition.  It may also be the case that sexuality truly had no bearing on the dominance of 
comments related to character and some other confounding element may be responsible.   
Related to character is the code “nervous,” which included five comments, all of 
which were written about the straight lecturer.  Participants either did not find the gay 
instructor to be nervous or perhaps something about stereotypical personality traits of gay 
men led students to interpret the lecturer’s nervous behaviors as one of these stereotypic 
traits rather than nervousness.  
Caring.  In the open-ended responses, “caring” was among the least dominant 
codes, which is supported by lower mean caring scores on the SCM compared with 
scores in the other two domains.  This may indicate that caring was the least salient 
dimension for participants.  This may also suggest that students do not attend to caring 
attitudes of a guest lecturer because of the short time during which students and the 
lecturer are able to interact.  Alternatively, it could be that the lecturer’s use of a script 
was enough of a barrier to prevent students from perceiving him as caring.   
As with the character domain, participants in the gay condition mentioned 
positive caring attributes of the gay lecturer more often than participants in the straight 
condition.  Additionally, in the straight lecture condition, respondents only used words 
like “care” or “caring” in relation to the lecturer caring about his teaching discipline.  As 
with the character dimension, it may be that the lecturer was more authentic in the classes 
that experienced the gay condition because he himself is gay, and participants may have 
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experienced this authenticity as a sense of caring.  It may also be that participants 
attributed the concept of care more often to a gay lecturer than a straight one because of 
stereotypical views that gay men are warmer and more nurturing than straight men.  This 
would also align with the notion that people perceive gay men as being like straight 
women through implicit inversion or gender inversion (Blashill & Powlishta, 2009; Kite 
& Deaux, 1987), or that gay men are feminized by the stereotypes described in Chapter 1.   
Sexuality.  Although credibility ratings on the SCM for the gay and straight 
instructor did not differ by statistical significance, the demographic data showed some 
small preferences for one instructor or the other.  Younger students rated the straight 
instructor higher on the competence and character dimensions than older students, and for 
the gay instructor, African American students provided lower competence and caring 
ratings than students from other groups.  It seems that age may impact credibility ratings 
for straight instructors and race may affect ratings for gay instructors.   
Similarly, some interview responses indicated that prejudice against a gay 
instructor may bubble under the surface that may not have been detected by the other 
methods of the study.  Comments indicative of this include Isolde’s surprise that a male 
instructor would mention his husband, or her comment that an instructor’s sexual 
orientation was not her business, implying that it should not be shared with the class.  
Marceline said that it was natural to hear a male instructor mention his wife or family, 
which may indicate that hearing about a male instructor’s husband would be unusual or 
strange.  Grace suggested that a gay instructor coming out would be seen as pushing his 
ideological beliefs on students and compared this to an instructor discussing religion or 
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sharing racist views in class, thus equating coming out with socially unacceptable and 
abhorrent views.  One student I interviewed suggested that she saw students’ heads turn 
when the gay lecturer mentioned his husband, which she interpreted as a rejection of the 
gay lecturer.   
Contrasted with this notion that prejudicial attitudes may have been present with 
regard to the gay instructor, there was an overall trend in both extensive and intensive 
data indicative of a degree of support for the gay instructor.  Evidence for this comes 
from the mean credibility ratings, which were slightly higher on all three dimensions for 
the gay instructor than the straight instructor (Table 7). 
Table 7 
 
Credibility Scores by Condition  
 N Mean Std. Deviation 
Competence Straight 50 38.2400 5.44194 
Gay 32 38.4688 5.11156 
Total 82 38.3293 5.28463 
Character Straight 50 34.3600 6.21965 
Gay 32 36.4063 6.20020 
Total 82 35.1585 6.25481 
Caring Straight 50 28.1400 5.01837 
Gay 32 29.6563 5.85640 
Total 82 28.7317 5.37725 
 
It is possible that these higher mean scores resulted from participants withdrawing from 
the study after learning that sexual orientation was the focus of the research: In the 
straight condition, 21% of participants who initially enrolled in the study withdrew 
consent when I debriefed students to let them know that sexual orientation was the topic 
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of study; in the gay condition, 29% withdrew consent.  It is unclear why such a large 
number of participants in both conditions withdrew their consent so late in the study.  It is 
also not clear why a larger proportion of students in the gay condition withdrew consent.  
It is possible that students took issue with a study on the topic of homosexuality and 
withdrew for that reason, or perhaps students felt betrayed by the deception that was a 
necessary component of the study design.   
A competing explanation for these higher mean ratings for the gay instructor is 
that a number of students wanted to be supportive of someone from a marginalized group 
and provided higher ratings for the gay instructor for that reason.  Support for this comes 
from the interviews, during which most of the five participants in the gay condition 
seemed to be enthusiastic about the lecturer having mentioned his husband and expressed 
support for a teacher revealing a gay identity in class.  Related to this, interview 
participants seemed to reject the results of earlier credibility studies showing that students 
rated gay instructors lower than straight instructors.  It is possible that these students were 
suggesting that the results of these other studies did not represent them or their 
experiences at college and they may have been trying to explain away findings that were 
so different from their own closely held beliefs.  
All of the interview participants remarked that they hoped that the sexual 
orientation of instructors would not have any bearing on how students evaluate 
instructors.  Several of these same interview participants indicated that they thought 
students might rate the gay and straight instructors differently in spite of their hopes to 
the contrary.  Most of these interview participants also noted that they themselves would 
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not let the instructor’s sexuality influence their results.  It is possible that these interview 
participants guessed that I am gay and were answering the question in a way that would 
make them seem accepting toward me and my community.  Alternatively, it is possible 
that these students truly are supportive of the LGBTQ+ community, that my presence or 
sexuality made no difference in their responses, and that they were supportive of a gay 
instructor because he is from a marginalized community.  An example of data related to 
this notion and also related to credibility was Robert’s comment that professors have 
“earned their way” regardless of their sexuality, and that ratings should not differ based 
on sexual orientation alone.  
Support for the notion that participants rated the gay instructor higher out of a 
desire to support a member of a marginalized group may also be found in the open-ended 
responses on the SCM.  Three times as many students in the gay condition than the 
straight condition, as proportions of the sample, supplied written comments on the SCM 
indicating that the lecturer was not different from other great teachers.  It is possible that 
students wrote comments such as this to mask their own anti-gay bias, however, it is also 
possible that students were interested in finding similarities between the gay lecturer and 
other, presumably straight, instructors in order to be supportive of the gay lecturer.   
Related to this, three times as many participants in the gay condition than the 
straight one mentioned that the short duration of a guest lecture did not allow them 
enough time to adequately evaluate the lecturer, even though the time allotted for each of 
the eight lectures was identical.  It is possible that these students were reluctant to provide 
a thorough evaluation because they were aware of anti-gay bias they held, or they may 
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have required more time to evaluate a gay lecturer than a straight one for some unknown 
reason.  Yet, it is also possible that participants wanted to provide a positive evaluation 
for the lecturer from a marginalized group and ascribed any perceived shortcomings to 
something beyond his control, namely the time he was allotted to deliver the lecture.
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CHAPTER EIGHT 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
 
 
In this chapter, I first summarize the findings and then present what I believe to be 
the most fitting explanation from retroduction to describe the causal mechanisms 
(Fletcher, 2017).  Following that, I describe the implications of these findings for music 
education and higher education and suggestions for future research. 
The research questions for this study were:  
1. What is the relationship between students’ perceptions of the teacher credibility 
dimensions of character, competence, and caring and a male music instructor’s sexual 
identity? 
2. What is the relationship between credibility and perceived student learning 
among students experiencing a gay or straight instructor?  
3. What is the relationship between participants’ credibility ratings for a male 
instructor and participants’ demographic characteristics? 
4. What does the merging of extensive and intensive data uncover with regard to 
participants’ ratings of a guest lecturer and his expressed sexual orientation? 
Both extensive and intensive data showed, in answer to the first question, that 
participants did not rate the gay or straight instructor differently on any dimension of 
credibility.  Analysis of demographic data relevant to the third research question, showed 
that younger students provided significantly higher competence and character ratings for 
the straight instructor than older students and that African American participants 
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provided significantly lower competence and caring scores for the gay instructor than 
participants from other racial groups.   
With regard to the second research question, students in the two groups did not 
report statistically significant differences in their perceptions of learning, meaning that 
students did not perceive that they learned any more or less from the gay or straight 
instructor, indicating that the sexual orientation of the lecturer appeared to have no 
bearing on how much they felt that they learned.  Learning scores were correlated with 
credibility scores suggesting that the participants linked their perceptions of what they 
learned with their views of the instructor’s credibility.  Learning loss scores were not 
correlated with credibility ratings likely due to participants having misunderstand the 
prompts. 
Regarding the final research question, free response and interview data largely 
supported the extensive finding that there were no differences in credibility ratings for the 
gay and straight instructors.  However, chi-square tests of free-response data and the 
dominance of particular codes from across the intensive data suggest that participants 
attended more to competence for the straight instructor and more to character and caring 
for the gay instructor.  Additionally, quantitization of comments suggests that the 
competence dimension was the most salient for the study participants.  
Retroduction 
In this section, I highlight the results of the process of retroduction.  Namely, I 
advance what I perceive are the causal mechanisms with the greatest explanatory power 
for the phenomenon under study.  It is important to remember that within Critical 
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Realism (CR), all such interpretations are researcher-dependent, and another author might 
have advanced different interpretations than those that appear below.  
Attitudes.  The findings from each type of data and from mixing those data show 
that study participants, when seen as a whole, did not rate the gay and straight instructors 
differently.  By extension, I argue that the participants, when seen as one large group, did 
not consider a male music instructor’s sexual orientation when considering his credibility.  
This is despite more granular findings such that African American participants provided 
lower ratings than other students on two credibility dimensions for the gay lecturer, 
indicating that cultural factors based on race may come into play for LGBTQ+ 
instructors.   
Participants appeared to be most focused on the competence dimension of 
credibility when evaluating the lecturer.  After competence, students most often 
commented on the lecturer’s character.  Caring, the third dimension of credibility, was 
seldom mentioned by students, likely because of the short duration of the lecture.  
Participants focused more on the competence of the straight lecturer than the gay one and 
more on positive character and caring traits with the gay instructor than the straight one.  
The causal mechanism I suggest for this is that stereotypes positioning straight men as 
competent and authoritative and gay men as nurturing and warm came into play.  This 
result is surprising because I would have suspected that students’ own religiosity and 
stereotypical beliefs would have painted the gay instructor as morally questionable and, 
therefore, of weaker character than the straight instructor.  However, DeJean (2007) 
argued that when a gay educator is authentic in the classroom it is an act of “radical 
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honesty” that can establish a sense of trust or “realness” with students.  I argue that the 
participants viewed the gay instructor as an open and honest person because he was 
forthright about his sexual orientation with students that he was meeting for the very first 
time, and that this is the cause for students’ focus on his character and caring.   
One important finding from retroduction is that, in contrast to the overall finding 
suggesting indifference to the presence of a gay lecturer, some participants were eager to 
be supportive of the gay instructor because of their own views and, perhaps, allyship.  
Evidence for this may be found in the slightly higher mean ratings that the lecturer 
received in the gay condition than the straight one, and in response to the open-ended 
prompts: There were many comments for which participants wrote that the gay instructor 
was not different from other great teachers, or participants blamed the short duration of 
the lecture on their inability to evaluate the lecturer adequately.  I argue that these 
participants wanted to support the traditionally marginalized instructor and focused on 
the positive attributes he shares with other, likely straight, high-quality instructors.  Other 
participants blamed something beyond his control, namely the amount of time allotted to 
the lecture, for any faults they may have perceived.  Further evidence for this desire to 
support the marginalized instructor comes from the interview participants, all of whom 
indicated that they hoped students would not rate the gay and straight instructors 
differently.  Other interview participants attempted to reject the methodology of the 
studies that found a gay instructor was rated lower than a straight one, in order, I argue, to 
reject findings that did not hew to their closely held beliefs about acceptance of 
marginalized individuals.  
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As might have been anticipated, some hesitation with a gay instructor on the part 
of some participants did bubble to the surface in the study.  This manifested itself in one 
respect in the higher proportion of participants in the gay condition who removed their 
data from the study upon learning that sexual orientation was the focus of the research 
(29%) compared with participants in the straight condition (21%).  In the interviews, 
Isolde indicated that an instructor’s sexual orientation was not her business; Marceline 
said that hearing about a straight instructor’s family was “normal,” which might imply 
that hearing about a gay instructor’s family would be strange; and Grace suggested that a 
gay instructor being authentic in class would be seen by some students as pushing one’s 
views like racism or a particular religion.  Comments such as these, and the finding that 
African American students provided lower ratings for the gay instructor than participants 
from other groups, suggest that some students were at least somewhat uncomfortable 
with the presence of an openly gay instructor.  However, the overall results showed no 
difference between lecture condition groups, and the number of participants who wished 
to be supportive of the marginalized instructor seems to more than balance those who 
were less comfortable with the presence of a gay lecturer. 
Stereotypes.  Stereotypical views of straight and gay men had an impact on the 
results, I argue.  Participants attended more to competence for and the use of technology 
by the straight lecturer and more to the character and caring attitudes of the gay lecturer.  
I believe this was caused by stereotypes that position straight men as masculine, and 
therefore authoritative and competent, and gay men as feminine, or caring and nurturing.  
When the straight lecturer was described by participants as caring, it was almost 
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exclusively with regard to caring about his teaching discipline, rather than being a caring 
individual or caring about the welfare of students, due to these same stereotypes.  
Relatedly, participants expressed surprise that the straight lecturer was a proficient 
performer but did not comment as frequently or with as strong an emphasis about the gay 
lecturer as a performer.  I believe that stereotypes about gay men, music, and singing led 
students to expect quality singing from a gay man but caused them to be surprised at a 
similarly strong performance from a straight man.   
It is possible that students evaluate the credibility of music educators differently 
than they do lecturers in other disciplines due to stereotypes about music, music 
education, and male teachers.  Students may be more open to—and may even expect—a 
gay instructor in the context of a music course because of the aforementioned societal 
views and stereotypes about music and music education.  It is likely that some 
combination of factors (a male lecturer teaching music, a gay man teaching music, a 
member of a marginalized group teaching at a feminized community college, the 
feminized discipline of music at a community college) come into play; without more 
research on this population, these factors, and this teaching discipline, it will not be clear 
which of these may be considered the causal mechanisms.  
Implications  
The findings from this study extend what is known about teacher credibility as it 
relates to homosexuality.  The earliest such study (Russ et al., 2002) showed that 
university students enrolled in a communication course rated a gay lecturer significantly 
lower than a straight one on both tested dimensions of credibility and that participants felt 
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they learned significantly less from a gay lecturer.  Russ’s participants were all between 
the ages of 18 and 20 and were 91.6% Caucasian and 98.1% heterosexual.  A more recent 
study by DeSouza and Olson (2018) found partial support for the earlier finding, with a 
statistically significant difference for the character dimension and the straight instructor 
more positively evaluated by students than the gay instructor.  The results also showed 
that students rated a straight instructor higher than a gay instructor in competence, 
although only some items reached significance.  In DeSouza and Olson’s study, 71.7% of 
the participants were White, 95.1% were heterosexual, and the median age was 19.7.  
Boren and McPherson (2018) found a statistically significant difference in only one 
dimension, with the gay instructor rated significantly higher on the goodwill/caring 
dimension.  Although the results were not significantly different for the gay and straight 
instructor conditions for the other two dimensions, the gay instructor received higher 
average ratings on the other two dimensions, and students did not report different 
learning rates in either condition.  In this last study, students ranged in age from 18 to 25 
with a mean age of 18.4, White students (21.6%) were the third most dominant group 
after Hispanic or Latinx (42.1%) and Asian students (33.5%), and close to 10% of the 
sample identified as LGBTQ.  
Given the findings of two of the three studies cited above and the gendered nature 
of the setting (community colleges, gay men, and music being gendered as feminine), I 
approached this study expecting that community college students would present some 
bias against the gay lecturer.  It is surprising that, when viewed as one large sample, 
participants did not provide different ratings for the lecturers in the two conditions.  It is, 
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however, unsurprising that when I looked at both the extensive and intensive data more 
closely, I uncovered complexity regarding participants’ perceptions of the lecturer.   
The main extensive findings indicated that participants in community college 
Music Appreciation classes did not evaluate gay and straight lecturers significantly 
differently on any dimension of credibility and did not equate their perceptions of their 
learning with their ratings of an instructor’s credibility or his sexuality.  The participants 
in my study were rather diverse, with 56% of participants being between the ages of 19 
and 23 and 8% identifying as LGBTQ+.  In terms of race, 52% of the participants were 
White, 24% were Black, and about 15% reported being multi-racial.  It is notable that the 
results of my study and Boren and McPherson’s (2018) study were the most similar and 
had samples that were more diverse than those of the other studies (De Souza & Olson, 
2018; Russ et al., 2002).  Relatedly, DeSouza and Olson’s study from the same year as 
Boren and McPhersons’s, 2018, was conducted in a behavioral science course rather than 
a communication or music course.  It is possible that the discipline of the course in which 
quasi-experimental research is conducted could impact student ratings of gay and straight 
instructors.  One possible reason for this may be existing stereotypes regarding whether a 
particular discipline is perceived to be populated with gay or straight instructors. 
Additional complexity in the findings was uncovered when comparing 
evaluations of the lecturer’s credibility with participant demographics using factorial 
ANOVA, and it is unclear how these findings might be borne out in classroom teaching 
evaluations.  The results showed that students’ race and age may affect how they view the 
credibility of gay and straight instructors, respectively.  Administrators who supervise 
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teaching faculty should be aware that age may impact credibility judgments of a straight 
instructor and race may impact judgments of gay instructors: Students are not monolithic 
and may not be holding gay and straight faculty to the same standards.  This is not 
surprising given the results of earlier studies showing that university students rate women 
(Nadler & Nadler, 2001), gay instructors (De Souza & Olson, 2018; Russ et al., 2002), 
and racial minority instructors (Glascock & Ruggiero, 2006) lower than their 
counterparts, or that Black instructors were shown to be held to a higher standard by their 
students than White instructors (Hendrix, 1995).  Related research showed that students 
focused more on caring attitudes of female professors than male professors (Freeman, 
2001), and the author attributed this finding to societal gender notions about caring and 
women, which relate to the findings for my study: stereotypical views that position gay 
men as feminine (Blashill & Powlishta, 2009; Kite & Deaux, 1987; Taylor, 1983) caused 
students to focus on caring attitudes of the gay lecturer. 
Given the overwhelming number of responses I coded as competence on the 
survey and in the interviews, it seems clear that competence was the most important 
factor for students when evaluating the guest lecturer.  This trend in the data is 
misaligned with McCroskey and Teven’s (1999) finding that the caring and character 
dimensions were most salient to student evaluations in their study. 
If students do not attend to the competence dimension as much for gay instructors 
as straight instructors, this could spell trouble for LGBTQ+ instructors with regard to 
course evaluations.  It is possible that gay instructors have been evaluated as less 
competent than their straight colleagues or that their competence may have been 
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overlooked by students.  One can imagine that this could have led to gay instructors 
having been denied promotion or tenure due to less attention to their competency in 
teaching evaluations.  On the other hand, chi-square tests of the open-ended response data 
lend support to the notion that students focused more on positive character and caring 
assessments of the gay instructor.  It is not clear whether the focus on the competence 
dimension for the straight instructor and the character and caring dimensions for gay 
instructor balance out in student evaluations.  The main finding that there was no 
significant difference for any dimension of credibility suggests that these dimensions do 
balance for gay and straight, White, male, music instructors, but more research is needed 
in this area to determine if or how these dimensions balance in evaluations.  
The results of this study and the results of other credibility studies on 
marginalized populations seem to indicate that credibility ratings are beginning to 
moderate for all minority instructors as the country as a whole becomes more diverse.  
Patton (1999), who examined both race and sex as they contributed to students’ 
credibility ratings, found that an African American female instructor was rated higher 
than an African American male instructor and higher than male and female White 
instructors.  Of the extant studies of credibility and homosexuality, Boren and McPherson 
(2018) recruited the most diverse sample and were the only researchers who found a 
significant result that favored the gay instructor on any dimension of credibility.  
This moderating of credibility ratings when comparing marginalized and 
nonmarginalized instructors may be nowhere more likely than at the nation’s community 
colleges, which tend to be more diverse than the average university in the United States.  
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An example of this may be found in the result of a qualitative focus group: 15 students 
from a range of backgrounds enrolled in a community college the Western United States 
felt a sense of belonging and “a sense of common struggle” (Clark, 2012, p. 511).  The 
author noted the diversity of the participants and described a few of them as follows: an 
African American male student in his late 20s who was a veteran, a Jewish woman, older 
students with children, a White student in her late 20s who was a single mother, a Latino 
male in his late 20s, a first-generation Latina student, an adult Filipina student who was 
transgender, a 67-year old grandmother and veteran who was White, and a Latina who 
was the mother of two young children.  Clark found that these students pulled together, 
not despite the diversity among them, but because of it.  The author noted that researchers 
often view nontraditional characteristics as potentially detrimental to student success.  
This was true in the research of Munsch, Velazquez and Kowpak (2014), who described 
the diverse population at community colleges as “at-risk” and Watson and Brand (2014) 
who described community colleges as a negative environment for students from 
marginalized groups.  Yet, Clark argued that the students felt that the diversity among 
them led them to bond and support each other rather than cause them to be disadvantaged 
in their academic pursuits; as the author argued, “they were not alone in their shared 
struggle” (p. 514).  
Although the author did not examine faculty experiences, it is possible that this 
sense of shared struggle may be extended by students to include faculty members from 
marginalized backgrounds who teach at community colleges.  If this were the case, this 
sense of shared struggle might explain why students in my study were eager to support 
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the gay instructor and why participants focused on his positive character and caring traits.   
It is important to note that the geographic location of the research site for my 
study differs from those of the three extant studies on credibility and sexual orientation.  
Boren and McPherson (2018) conducted their study at a university in the Western United 
States, and the other two studies (De Souza & Olson, 2018; Russ et al., 2002) were both 
completed at the same university in the Midwestern United States.  I conducted my study 
at a community college in an urban area of the Mid-Atlantic United States.  It would 
seem likely that universities attract students from across the state in which they are 
situated, some out-of-state students, and even some international students.  One may 
expect community colleges to attract students from a much smaller geographic region to 
include only the communities adjacent to the campus.  Yet, the community college where 
I completed my study has many students who are affiliated with the military who are 
frequently stationed in new areas and who may represent many regions of the country.  
An additional 22% of students at the college reported living in communities outside the 
service region of the institution, which can include out-of-state students who recently 
moved to the area and have not yet been able to establish in-state residency or students 
who recently moved from another country.  These data indicate that some proportion of 
the student population at the college where this study was conducted may have been born 
in another region of the U.S., or indeed, outside the country.  It would be impossible to 
make any useful comparisons regarding the influence of geography on the result of this 
study and the other three studies of credibility and homosexuality without knowing a 
great deal about where each participant has lived over the course of their lives. 
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Limitations and Possible Confounds 
 The study was limited by the small number of valid responses from older 
students, bisexual students, transgender students, and certain racial groups such as Asian / 
Pacific Islander.  The presence of small numbers of participants in any demographic 
group is problematic when comparing means, and a larger sample would make these 
comparisons more robust.  Additionally, the sample of students in this study may not be 
large enough for the demographic finding from factorial ANOVA, that age might affect 
ratings for straight instructors and race might affect the ratings of gay instructors, to have 
much power or generalizability.  For example, the number of gay friends and family 
members was shown to be a significant main effect and significant as an interaction 
effect, but only in the straight condition.  It seems likely that these results were inflated 
because of the small sample sizes and might not have been shown to be significant with a 
larger sample.  Thus, a larger sample may have allowed me to examine trends in the data 
regarding demographic relationships more fully. 
It seems that students found the use of a script and the inability of the lecturer to 
entertain questions off-putting.  The use of a script was a design choice I made because of 
the need to replace the lecturer with little notice due to illness.  Some participants seemed 
to have been bothered by their inability to address any questions to the lecturer, which 
may be due to small classes (each class in this study had fewer than 30 students) and that 
students are accustomed to being able to ask questions during lectures in these small 
classes. 
One student in the gay condition wrote this question on the survey: “Was this 
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staged so that he would repeatedly mention his husband?”  It is interesting that no student 
in the straight condition questioned whether the lecture was staged so that the lecturer 
would repeatedly mention a wife, which may be indicative of heteronormativity that 
pervades society and situates heterosexuality as normal (Adams, 2011; Bergonzi, 2009).  
If other participants in the study thought the lecture was staged but did not comment as 
such, this could be a possible confound to the study and may indicate a problem with the 
design.   
 After the interview, Emily asked me if the lecturer was actually gay and remarked 
that she thought he was gay before he mentioned his husband during the lecture.  Thus, 
having a gay lecturer identify in class as straight who is actually gay may be problematic 
if participants suspect he is not being honest.  This is a concern given Anderson and 
Kanner’s (2011) finding that when instructors’ behaviors do not align with stereotypes 
relating to their sexual orientation, students rated these instructors more harshly than 
those whose behavior aligned with stereotypes.   
I, a gay male music professor, was the only person involved with obtaining 
consent, collecting data, and conducting interviews, and my sexuality may have been a 
confound for the study.  Hsieh & Shannon (2005) argued that participants in a research 
study might glean subtle clues that they are supposed to answer prompts in a particular 
way that might please the researchers.  Some participants may have suspected that I am 
gay and may have inflated their evaluations of the gay lecturer to please me, either 
because of social desirability response bias (SDR) (Van de Mortel, 2008) or because 
some participants may have wanted to support me, a marginalized instructor, as they 
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seemed to support the gay guest lecturer.  
Suggestions for Future Research 
Other researchers may want to explore several areas uncovered by this study or 
features I was unable to examine.  The most fundamental of these relates to teacher 
credibility and the difficulty of making claims based on a brief intervention.  Many 
credibility researchers have conducted studies using guest lectures and therefore focus on 
initial ethos.  I believe that the most interesting data would come from a study that lasted 
an entire semester or a full year, for which researchers could explore any of the ideas I 
describe below with regard to initial and derived ethos.  Researchers conducting such a 
study might also wish to see how students’ credibility beliefs change six months or a year 
after the end of a course, which would allow them to consider terminal ethos as well.  
Although conducting such a study would be incredibly time- and labor-intensive, it 
would also provide data that the many exploratory credibility studies on initial ethos 
cannot address.  
Of the three extant studies of teacher credibility and homosexuality (Boren & 
McPherson, 2018; De Souza & Olson, 2018; Russ et al., 2002), only Boren and 
McPherson included the caring dimension of credibility in their study.  Their results 
showed that caring, or goodwill, was the only dimension for which there was a significant 
difference, with the gay instructor rated higher than the straight one.  The results of my 
study seem to indicate that, at least among community college students, the caring 
dimension is the least salient for students who experience a guest lecture.  Related to this 
is the qualitative finding from my study showing that students attended more to 
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competence for straight male lecturers and attend more to character and caring for gay 
male lecturers in a music course.  It would be worth examining this finding in both 
university and community college settings in music and other academic disciplines.  This 
is especially important given that McCroskey and Teven (1999) found that the caring and 
character dimensions were more salient to university student evaluations than the 
competence dimension.  It would be of benefit to credibility researchers to replicate the 
McCroskey and Teven study on university and community college campuses in order to 
validate the original finding or to offer new insight into the question of how students 
attend to the various dimensions of credibility in the context of these different higher 
education environments.   
Some results within the factorial ANOVA for the straight condition approached 
significance and other researchers may wish to explore these areas.  These included an 
interaction between the number of gay friends and gender for the caring dimension 
[F(2,14) = 3.6, p = .053], and two main effects condition for caring: the number of gay 
friends and acquaintances [F(2,14) = 3,5, p = .058] and age [F(2,14) = 3.3, p = .069], 
with the oldest students (aged 24+) providing the lowest ratings (M = 25.8, SD = 1.7), 
when compared with participants aged 19-23 (M =28.3, SD = 5.1) and 18 (M = 28.8, SD 
= 5.9).  I would not have expected the number of gay friends and acquaintances to have 
approached significance within results for the straight condition—it may be that students 
sensed that the lecture was actually gay despite his attempts to appear neutral and 
mentioning his wife three times.  Researchers may wish to examine the validity of using a 
single lecturer to represent both gay and straight instructors because these results that 
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approached significance may indicate that students were picking up on cues regarding the 
lecturer’s sexuality that might have affected the results.  
Other researchers may wish to replicate this study using a female lecturer to 
continue to explore the effects of gender and sexuality stereotypes within a music or 
music education context.  Because of the view that music and teaching are feminine or 
homosexual activities, and because gay men are viewed as being like straight women and 
lesbian women are perceived as having masculine traits (Blashill & Powlishta, 2009; Kite 
& Deaux, 1987; Taylor, 1983), students may expect that male musicians will be gay but 
may not expect lesbian women would be music instructors.  The presence of a lesbian 
music professor might violate students’ expectancy beliefs (Anderson & Kanner, 2011) 
about gender roles and music.  Based on interview participant feedback and stereotypes 
about gay men and music, researchers may wish to replicate this study in music, other 
arts, and other teaching disciplines on both university and community college campuses.   
Related to gender, no research yet exists, to my knowledge, on the topic of 
teacher credibility with regard to transgender faculty members—such research may be of 
great benefit to instructors who are members of the trans community.  Trans-spectrum 
instructors have been found to be likely to consider leaving a teaching position if campus 
climate was deemed oppressive or hostile to members of the LGBTQ+ community or if 
these individuals did not perceive institutional support for the community (Garvey & 
Rankin, 2018).  The findings also showed that transgender instructors who did know 
other LGBTQ+ teaching staff would be likelier to seek to leave an institution than 
colleagues with a sense of community.  Within school environments, transgender 
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teachers have reported experiencing retaliation, threats to their employment, and, perhaps 
unsurprisingly, high amounts of stress (Longsuffering, 2014), and people from across the  
LGBTQ+ spectrum have reported discrimination in the workplace (DeSouza, 
Wesselmann, & Ispas, 2017).  It is unclear how students perceive transgender instructors 
in classroom settings and how these instructors are being evaluated.  Biased course 
evaluations could threaten the livelihoods of these individuals or lead qualified 
transgender instructors to self-select out of teaching due to biased evaluations or the 
sense that a teaching environment is not a healthy and supportive one. More must be 
learned in order to protect quality teaching faculty who may be members of this 
community.  
Researchers may wish to examine credibility with regard to sexuality and other 
instructor demographic categories including the race of the instructor.  Studies have 
shown that university students rate instructors differently based on instructor 
characteristics such as age, sex, race, or sexual orientation (Boren & McPherson, 2018; 
De Souza & Olson, 2018; Freeman, 2001; Glascock & Ruggiero, 2006; Hendrix, 1995, 
1997; Nadler & Nadler, 2001; Patton, 1999; Russ et al., 2002; Semlak & Pearson, 2008).  
Given the finding of my study that community college students did not rate gay and 
straight instructors differently, there is reason to suspect that community college students 
may be more accepting than university students of diverse instructors, perhaps owing to 
the diversity found among student populations on these campuses.  Relatedly, other 
researchers may want to extend Clark’s (2012) research on diversity on community 
college campuses and the sense of shared struggle reported by the participants to see if 
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this finding can be generalized beyond the focus group in that study to other populations 
or to determine whether students include marginalized faculty members in their sense of 
community. 
This may be the first study for which music education at any level has been 
studied using the construct of teacher credibility.  Because music instruction occurs in 
unique settings other than lecture halls and classrooms, researchers may wish to explore 
teacher credibility within secondary school settings, with ensemble conductors of various 
backgrounds, in applied music studios, or in the context of community music.  It is 
possible that students and community musicians will attend to credibility differently in 
these unique contexts than students do in university lecture settings, which seems to be 
the primary context in which teacher credibility has been studied.  
Coda: A Call to Come Out 
This main finding of this study, that students do not rate gay and straight 
instructors differently, should not be interpreted by LGBTQ+ faculty that coming out is 
meaningless since there are no impacts on student credibility ratings.  Indeed, this finding 
can serve as a call to help gay faculty members to fully push open the closet door.  
Indeed, LGBTQ+ faculty members must work to break the heteronormative cycle that 
establishes opposite-sex spouses as “normal” or unremarkable and same-sex spouses as 
surprising and strange (Bergonzi, 2014).   
Heteronormativity was obvious in some of the interviews and comments I 
received in the study data:  One of the interview participants, Isolde, mentioned that she 
could “remember a few instances of… a professor mentioning a spouse,” but that she was 
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“surprised that” the gay instructor “was more forthcoming about it…that he mentioned a 
spouse at all.”  Marceline said that it was normal to hear a male lecturer mention his wife, 
implying that a gay lecturer mentioning his husband would be strange for her.  Grace said 
that a gay instructor being open in class would be perceived as pushing an agenda, which 
aligns with the findings from one study (Anderson & Kanner, 2011) in which university 
students expressed the same.   
Glascock and Ruggiero (2006) argued that minority faculty members could be 
perceived as being more credible if more students had opportunities to meet with and 
learn from a faculty community with greater diversity.  By being open about who they 
are, LGBTQ+ faculty can be the standard-bearers for our own normalcy and help students 
with little or no prior experience with gay individuals realize that gay people have more 
in common with straight students than these students might otherwise expect.   
Coming out of the closet has also been associated with improvements to personal 
well-being for instructors. These include improved health, personal satisfaction, and job 
satisfaction.  Rankin (2003) found that LGBT university faculty who remained closeted 
became socially and emotionally isolated and Drescher (2004) argued that instructors’ 
mental health and interpersonal relationships could be improved by coming out.  Russ, 
Simonds, and Hunt (2002) argued that it is pedagogically sound for gay faculty to come 
out because being authentic might improve rapport with students and “humanizes the 
classroom” (p. 321).  These authors also argued that being open with students can help to 
reduce bias against members of the LGBTQ+ community among students.  Boren and 
McPherson (2018) argued that an instructor coming out may even be perceived positively 
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by students if the act of coming out is related to the course material.  Another study 
showed that LGBTQ+ faculty members can help to foster a supportive environment for 
their transgender colleagues by being part of a visible and open queer community, which 
could lead transgender instructors not to seek employment elsewhere (Longsuffering, 
2014). 
Finally, gay faculty who come out can be role models for gay students.  LGBTQ+ 
students are more likely to come out in an environment where they feel a connection.  
Students who do not have LGBTQ+ role models may stay in the closet, which might lead 
to decreases in “academic performance and psychological health” (Wolf, 2018, p. 75); 
these students may struggle academically (Rankin, 2003) or may be at risk of dropping 
out (Leider, 2000).  A lack of LGBTQ+ role models could also cause LGBTQ+ students 
to “learn to accept false stigma” (Kraig, 1998, p. 250) regarding their minority status.  
Thus, closeted faculty members may inadvertently promote homophobia, heterosexism, 
and increased dropout rates for LGBTQ+ students.   
The need for positive role models for LGBTQ+ students may be more crucial on 
community college campuses than at universities because these students often live at 
home with family members who may not be supportive of the LGBTQ+ community.  By 
way of illustration of the importance of LGBTQ+ faculty coming out to serve as role 
models for their students, I present a portion of a thank-you note I recently received 
(purely by coincidence—I do not think he knew the topic of my dissertation study) from 
a gay student before he transferred to a university.  This student let me know that my 
willingness to be open with students allowed him to see me, a gay man, a gay musician, 
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and a gay educator, in a new light:  
I don’t actively talk about my sexual orientation much.  I’m basically out to 
everyone other than my family.  That being said we both know it’s not exactly 
easy not being out to family.  I think they might have suspicions & are a lot more 
warm to the idea [than] when I was growing up and would hear homophobic 
ideologies being spewed all around my household.  I’m by all means not ashamed 
of myself or any part of me any longer and haven’t been for a decent amount of 
time now, but I do think that some of that has stayed in the back of my head and is 
part of what has held me back from talking to my parents about it.  Anyway, my 
point is, thank you for being someone in my life who has shown me another gay 
man can be so incredibly talented, respected in his field, and so successful.  I 
would still look up to you just as much regardless of orientation but thank you for 
being that person.  I wish you could know how much I admire you, but…there’s 
no way you could even begin to know how much I look up to you….You are like 
the older brother figure I always needed & I am so so so thankful you have been 
brought into my life.  You are my biggest role model, Michael, & I hope you 
know how genuine I am….You have made such an impact on my life.   
If I had chosen to remain closeted, I could never have been a role model for this student, 
who expressed a deep need for a positive gay role model in his life.   
College students need role models, and LGBTQ+ students may be in greater need 
of positive role models than other students (Kraig, 1998).  Unlike members of other 
minority groups, gay faculty members have a choice about whether or not to come out, 
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and not doing so could lead to decreased perceptions of competence for gay faculty and 
could be depriving LGBTQ+ students of a crucially needed role model.  
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APPENDIX A 
Introduction to the Study Script  
 
To be read by the investigator: 
 
Hello, my name is Michael Sundblad. I am an Assistant Professor in the music 
department here at [name of college], and I am also working on my Doctorate in Music 
Education at Boston University. I am currently conducting research about college music 
teachers and students, and I’m hoping that you will participate in my study.  
This study will continue throughout the semester and may involve surveys, lectures, 
handouts, media, class discussions, or interviews. Most of the research activities will 
occur in class and will not require any additional time spent out of the classroom. 
Students who volunteer to participate in research activities outside of class tine will 
receive a $10 Amazon gift card (these activities will be announced later in the semester.)  
Please listen carefully to the following information and ask any questions that will help 
you to understand the study and your participation in it.  
Anyone who is at least 18 years of age may participate in the study. Your participation in 
the study is completely voluntary and will in no way affect your grade in this course. You 
may withdraw from the study at any time. You will not include your name on any written 
research materials, and all of your answers will remain strictly anonymous. The instructor 
for this course will not see any of your written responses and will not know who is and is 
not participating in the study. The anonymity of any verbal data, such as class discussions 
or interviews, will be protected by using pseudonyms, rather than names, on all written 
transcripts and in the final written report.  
If you are willing to participate in the study, please complete the Research Code and 
College Student Survey.  
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APPENDIX B 
College Student Survey  
 
Research Code: ____________________  
Directions: The following three questions are designed to offer you an opportunity to 
express your feelings on particular issues relating to college students. There are no right 
or wrong answers. Simply answer each question with your most honest and accurate 
response. Please be as detailed as possible. Use the back of the sheet if necessary. 
Remember, all of the information you provide is STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL.  
1. If the college had dormitories and you lived on campus and were assigned a roommate 
of a different race, how would you feel and why?  
 
2. If one of your teachers told you that he/she were gay, how would you respond and 
why?  
 
3. If you discovered that one of your friends had been hazed, experienced discrimination, 
or had been verbally assaulted by a group of students (either on or off campus) what 
would you do?  
 
SECTION TWO  
Directions: This section of the survey asks for background information. Remember, all 
of the information you provide is STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL.  
1. What is your gender? ____Male  ______ Female _____ Transgender  
 
2. What is your age?  
_____ 18 or younger  
_____ 19-23 years  
_____ 24-29 years 
_____ 30-39 years  
_____  40 or older  
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3. How many semesters have you attended college?  
_____ 1  
_____ 2 
_____ 3 
_____ 4 or more  
4. Consider this academic year (fall and spring), please indicate how you will attend 
college (choose the best one match).  
_____ Full-time both semesters  
_____ Full-time for one semester 
 _____ Part-time both semesters 
 _____ Part-time for one semester 
  
5. What is your current educational goal? Please indicate which credential (if any) 
you are planning to earn in the next few years. (Please choose only one. If you are 
planning to earn multiple credentials, please chose the longest-range goal.)  
_____ Certificate / Career Studies Certificate 
_____ Associates degree (AA, AS, AAA, AAS) 
_____ Transfer to a university to complete a Bachelor’s degree or higher (BA, 
BS, etc.) 
 _____ Non-degree seeking  
 
6. Please indicate how much education your parents completed. Please complete this 
question for the parent who continued the longest with his or her education.  
_____ High school diploma or less 
_____ Some post-secondary (college) education 
_____ Bachelor’s degree or higher  
 
7. Please indicate your level of financial independence and relationships. 
_____ I am a dependent of my parent(s) who claim me on their taxes 
_____ I am Independent of my parents (please choose one of the items below):  
_____ I am unmarried without dependents  
_____ I am married without dependents  
_____ I am a single parent 
_____ I am married and have children  
 
8. Which category of sexual orientation/gender expression indicates your primary 
identity/attraction? (Please choose one.)  
_____ Heterosexual 
_____ Gay 
_____ Lesbian 
_____ Bisexual 
_____ Uncertain 
Other, please indicate here: _____________________  
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9. With is your racial background? (Multi-racial individuals may check more than 
one blank.)  
_____ African American/Black 
_____ Asian/Pacific Islander 
_____ Middle Eastern  
_____ American Indian/Alaskan Native _____ Chicano/Latino/Hispanic 
_____ White  
 
10. How often do you USUALLY attend religious services?  
_____ Never  
_____ Occasionally 
_____ Monthly 
_____ Weekly 
_____ More than once a week  
 
11. Religious Affiliation 
_____ Evangelical Protestant (Pentecostal, Southern Baptist, Non-
denominational, etc.) 
 _____ Mainline Protestant (Episcopal, ELCA Lutheran, Methodist, Presbyterian, 
etc.)  
_____ Catholic 
_____ Jewish 
_____ Muslim 
_____ Buddhist 
_____ Other religion, non-Christian 
_____ Non-Affiliated 
If you are not sure which category to use, please write in an answer here: 
________________________.  
12. Do you have any gay/lesbian/bisexual friends or family members? 
_____ I do not know any gay/lesbian/bisexual people personally 
_____ I am acquainted with a few gay/lesbian/bisexual people 
_____ I have a few (three or less) gay/lesbian/bisexual friends or close family 
members _____ I have more than three gay/lesbian/bisexual friends or close 
family members  
 
13. Please indicate your political affiliation:  
_____ Very conservative  
_____ Somewhat conservative  
_____ Moderate 
_____ Somewhat liberal  
_____ Very liberal  
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3OHDVHLQGLFDWH\RXULPSUHVVLRQRIWKHJXHVWOHFWXUHUE\SODFLQJDQ;LQRQHEODQNRQHDFKOLQHEHWZHHQWKHSDLUVRI
DGMHFWLYHV7KHFORVHUWKHQXPEHULVWRDQDGMHFWLYHWKHPRUHFHUWDLQ\RXDUHRI\RXUHYDOXDWLRQ7KHQXPEHUIRXUFDQ
EHFRQVLGHUHGQHXWUDO
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APPENDIX C 
 
Lecture Evaluation 
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1. What three adjectives would you use to describe this speaker? 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Would you hire this speaker to be a teacher at this institution? Why or why not? 
 
 
 
 
 
3. Think about great teachers you have had in the past. How is this speaker similar?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. Think about great teachers you have had in the past. How is this speaker different?  	  
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PLEASE DO NOT CONTINUE UNTIL THE NEXT SECTION HAS BEEN 
EXPLAINED: 
 
Do you consent to having your responses considered as part of a research study?  
 
 
____YES  _____NO 
 
If yes, please include your research code: 
___________________________________ 
 
 
If you do not remember your code, you may have used your mother’s middle 
name and the Zip code where you lived when you completed the eighth grade, or 
you may have saved the code to the memos app on your phone. If you do not have 
a code because you are under 18 or you did not consent to participate in the study 
at the beginning of the semester, leave the last page blank. If you choose to 
decline consent now, simply leave the page blank or check “no” and your 
responses will not be included.  
 
Thank you for your time! 
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APPENDIX D 
Interview Recruiting Script  
“I would like to meet with one of you for a follow-up interview that will take about 20 
minutes to complete.  
The interview will take place in my office on the Hampton campus or a group study room 
on the Williamsburg campus.  
During the interview, I will ask you additional questions like those at the end of lecture 
evaluation you just completed.  
With your permission, I will record the interview, but your name will not be included on 
the recording. Instead, a fake name will be used in place of your real one, which you can 
help me choose. The interview and the two written forms you have completed are totally 
separate and I will not be able to connect your interview responses to your written 
responses.  
Students who are selected for and complete an interview will receive a $10 Amazon gift 
card. In order to be eligible to participate in an interview, you must be 18 years old or 
older and must have consented to join the research study the first week of class.  
If you are interested in being considered for an interview, please send a text to 630-303-
3441 in the next 5 minutes with your name and email address  
Thank you for your time!”  
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APPENDIX E 
Semi-structured interview questions  
 
Students’ perceptions of music teaching on a community college campus  
I will begin by reading the assent form and asking participants if they have a pseudonym 
they would like me to use to represent them.  
I plan to ask questions in three constellations: 
 
1) what students remember about the guest lecturer;  
2) students’ personal responses to the lecture; and 
3) students’ reaction to the research itself.  
 
Examples of questions that might comprise the first constellation are:  
• Can you tell me what you remember about the lecturer?  
• What caught your attention about the guest lecturer?  
The second group of questions may include the following items:  
• What was your reaction to the lecture?  
• What did you like; what didn’t you like?  
• How do you think your classmates might have responded to the lecture?  
For the final constellation of questions, I will explain to the interview participants the true 
nature of the study and will ask questions such as:  
• How important do you think the lecturer’s sexual orientation was to students?  
• Do you think students will rate the gay and straight instructors differently; how?  
• Previous research showed that students found gay instructors to be less credible; 
does this surprise you?  
• Do you think students in this class will react the way students in earlier studies 
did?  
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APPENDIX F 
Debriefing Letter  
The guest lecture you experienced recently, in addition to being a learning exercise, was 
part of a research study being conducted by me, a student in the department of music 
education at Boston University.  
Thank you for participating in this study that will contribute to the body of knowledge 
regarding teaching and learning. The purpose of the study is to determine how students 
perceive gay or straight music instructors who are open about their sexual orientation in 
class.  
Remember that your data will only be used in the study if you provided consent at each 
stage of the study. Remember that your privacy is protected because the data are 
anonymous and no one can ever connect your responses to your name.  
In a moment, I will distribute a copy of this letter. If you would prefer to remove your 
data from the study, please write your research code on the line below. If you do not 
remember your code, you may have used your Mother’s maiden name and the Zip code 
where you lived in the eighth grade, or you may have saved the code to the memos or 
notes app on your phone.  
If you have any questions about the study, please contact Michael Sundblad, the principal 
investigator, or Dr. Dansereau, my dissertation advisor. If you have questions about your 
rights as a research subject or want to speak with someone independent of the research 
team, you may contact the Boston University IRB directly at 617-358-6115.  
Michael Sundblad, doctoral student, (757) 825-3659 Diana Dansereau, Ph.D., faculty 
advisor, (617) 358-4272  
Thank you for your time and your participation in this study! -Michael  
Tear here:  
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
If you would like your data removed from the study, please write your research code on 
the line below:  
____________________________________________________ 
If you consent to having your data included, you may leave this page blank.  
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APPENDIX G 
 
Codes for Intensive data 
 
A priori codes:  
Character 
Competence 
Caring 
Immediacy 
Emergent codes: 
Attire 
Entertaining 
Gay 
Musicianship 
Nervous 
Not different / unsure 
Overall rating 
Passionate 
Similar 
Teaching 
Technology 
Time 
Unique 
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